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Opinions of Be Press 


-“*The volume may be commended as learned and valuable.”—7¥mes. 


“No one has done more to advance the study of our early constitu- 
tional history than Mr. Round, since the Bishop of Oxford ceased to 
write. In the volume before us Mr. Round has collected a series of 
historical studies of the eleventh and twelfth centuries. Among them 
is the brilliant study on knight-service in England which appeared in the 
pages of the English Historical Review.”—Literary World. 


“Mr. Round has already made himself a name as a minute, cautious 
and indefatigable historical inquirer. This book will preserve and in- 
crease his reputation.” —Speaker. 


“No one in this generation has done more for the study of Domesday 
than Mr. Round, and we heartily welcome the republication of his 
teachings and able papers.” Manchester Guardian. 


“The test of Mr. Round’s merits is that the next generation will never 
want to know how much rubbish he has swept or helped to Sweep away. 
Hefhas done more than any one scholar to put us in the way of reading 
Domesday Book aright..— English Historical Review. 


“The whole book leaves the stamp of deep research and of a singularly 
unbiassed mind.”—SZectator. 


FEUDAL ENGLAND | 


BY THE SAME AUTHOR. 


GEOFFREY DE MANDEVILLE: 
A Study of the Anarchy. 
Pp. Xii., 461. f 
“Mr. Round treats his subject with great learning and acumen,”—7Zimies, 


pr’Ferimany reasons this is the most remarkable historical work which has 
recently appeared.” — Spectator, 


“*Tt is not easy, within the limits of a review, to do justice to the learning and 
ability which characterise Mr. Round’s study. . . . Indeed few books so 
learned and suggestive have recently been published.”—Literary World. 

“All the vivacity, keenness, freshness, and accuracy that have marked Mr. 
Round’s previous writings.”— Manchester Guardian. 

“The work is most skilfully and ably done, and a whole series of importan 
discoveries is derived from Mr. Round’s efforts. . . . The result is a very 
large addition to our knowledge, the clearing-up of many doubtful points, and 
the opening-up of further possibilities of investigation. Mr, Round has carried 
through an undertaking which raises him to a foremost position among historical 
scholars.” — Atheneum, 

“Fresh life from dry records is what Mr. Round aims at... he has 
permanently associated his name with the scientific study of Anglo-Norman his- 
tory.” —Dr. LIEBERMANN (English Historical Review). 

““M. J. H. Round vient de nous donner une étude des plus pénétrantes et 
fécondes . . . c'est un véritable modéle, et l’on doit souhaiter pour nos 
voisins qu’il fasse école.”—Reoue flistorique. 
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PRA CE 


Bee present work is the outcome of a wish expressed 
to me from more than one quarter that I would re- 
print in a collected form, for the convenience of historical 
students, some more results of my researches in the history 
of the eleventh and twelfth centuries. But to these I have 
added, especially on Domesday, so much which has not yet 
seen the light, that the greater portion of the work is new, 
while the rest has been in part re-written. The object I 
have set before myself throughout is either to add to or 
correct our existing knowledge of facts. And for this I 
have gone in the main to records, whether in manuscript 
or in print. It is my hope that the papers in this volume 
may further illustrate the value of such evidence as sup- 
plementing and checking the chroniclers for what is still, 
in many respects, an obscure period of our history. 

As a foreign scholar has felicitously observed :— 


Je lis avec plaisir le chroniqueur qui nous raconte les événements 
de son époque. Les détails anecdotiques, les traits piquants dont son 
ceuvre est parsémée font mes délices. Mais comment saurai-je s'il dit 
la vérité si les pages qu’il me présente ne sont pas un roman de pure 
imagination? Dans les chartes, au contraire, tout est authentique, 
certain, précis, indubitable. Leur témoignage est contradictoire- 
ment établi, sous le contréle de la partie adverse, avec approbation 
et la reconaissance de l’autorité souveraine, en présence d’une 
imposante assemblée de notables qui apposent leur signature. C’est 
la plus pure de toutes les sources ou il soit possible de pulser un 
renseignement historique.’ 

1 Table chronologigue des chartes et diplomes imprimés concernant 
Phistoire dela Belgique. Par Alphonse Wauters, vol. i., p. Xxxi. 
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An instance in point will be found in the paper on 
“Richard the First’s change of seal.” 

A collective title for a series of studies covering the 
period 1050-1200, is not by any means easy to find. But 
dealing as they do so largely with the origins of “ Feudal 
England,” I have ventured to give them this title, which 
may serve, I hope, to emphasise my point that the feudal 
element introduced at the Conquest had a greater influence 
on our national institutions than recent historians admit? 
Even Domesday Book has its place in the study of feudalism, 
re-atranging, as it does, the Hundred and the Vill under 
Fiefs and “ Manors.” 

To those in search of new light on our early medieval 
history, I commend the first portion of this work, as 
setting forth, for their careful consideration, - views as 
evolutionary on the Domesday hide and the whole system 
of land assessment as on the actual introduction of the 
feudal system into England. Although I have here brought 
into conjunction my discovery that the assessment of 
knight-service was based on a five-knights unit, irrespective 
of area or value, and my theory that the original assess- 
ment of land was based on a five-hides unit, not calculated 
on area or value, yet the two, one need hardly add, are, of 
course, unconnected. The one was an Anglo-Saxon system, 
and, as I maintain, of early date; the other was of Norman 
introduction, and of independent origin. My theories were 
formed at different times, as the result of wholly separate 
investigations. That of the five-hides unit was arrived at 
several years ago, but was kept back in the hope that I 
might light on some really satisfactory explanation of the 
phenomena presented. The solution I now propound can 
only be deemed tentative. I would hope, however, that the 
theories I advance may stimulate others to approach the 
subject, and, above all, that they may indicate to local 
students, in the future, the lines on which they should 
work and the absolute need of their assistance, 

*See pp. 247, 262, 536-8, 
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Perhaps the most important conclusion to which my 
researches point is that Domesday reveals the existence of 
two separate systems in England, co-extensive with two 
nationalities, the original five hides of the “ Anglo-Saxon” 
in the south, and the later stx carucates of the “ Danish” 
invaders in the north.’ 

No one, I may add, is better qualified to carry further 
these enquiries than Prof. Maitland, whose brilliant pen 
has illumined for us the origins of English law. Him- 
self engaged on the study of Domesday, he kindly offered 


to withhold his conclusions until my work should have 
appeared.* 


Among the fresh points here discussed in connexion 
with Domesday Book. will be found the composition of the 
juries by whom the returns were made, the origin and true 
character of the “Inquisitio Eliensis,” and the marked 
difference of the two volumes compiled from the Domesday 
returns. 

Of the six early surveys dealt with in conjunction with 
Domesday, I would call attention to that of Leicestershire 
as having, it would seem, till now remained absolutely 
unknown. It has long been a wish of mine to deal with 


- these surveys,’ not only as belonging to a period for which 


we have no records, but also as illustrating Domesday 
Book. In “The Knights of Peterborough” will be found 
some facts relating to Hereward “the Wake,” which seem 
to have eluded Mr. Freeman’s investigations, and even 
those of Mr. Tout. 

In case it should suggest itself that these papers, and 
some in the other portion of the work dwell at undue length 


‘on unimportant points, I would observe that apart from the 


fact that even small points acquire a relative importance 


*See p. 573. 
“Pyof. Maitland informs me that since the appearance of his Select 


Pleas in Manorial Courts, he has discovered the earlier occurrence of 
the word “leet” (see p. 101). 
5See Domesday Studies. 
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from our scanty knowledge of the time, there are cases in 
which their careful investigation may lead to unforeseen 
results. At the last anniversary of the Royal Society, 
Lord Kelvin quoted these words from his own presidential 
address in 1871 :— 

Accurate and minute measurement seems to the non-scientific 
imagination a less lofty and dignified work than looking for some- 
thing new. But nearly all the grandest discoveries of science haye 
been but the rewards of accurate measurement and patient, long 
continued labour in the minute sifting of numerical results. 


The same principle applies to the study of institutional 
history. Whether we are dealing with military service, 
with the land, with finance, or with the king’s court, “the 
minute sifting” of facts and figures is the only sure method 
by which we can extend knowledge. 

To those who know how few are the original authorities 
for the period, and_how diligently these have been explored 
and their information exhausted, the wonder will be not 
so much that there is little, as that there was anything at 
all yet left to discover. 


In a work dealing with the history of the eleventh and 
twelfth centuries, a writer must inevitably find himself at 
times dealing with the same subjects as the late Professor 
Freeman. Without in any way disparaging the genius of 
that eminent man, one may deem it a duty to correct the 
errors into which he fell, and conscientiously to combat, as 
an obstinate and mischievous superstition, the conviction 
of his pre-eminent accuracy and authority on matters of 
fact. It would be far pleasanter to dwell only on his 
merits; but when one finds that, in spite of the proofs I 
have been producing for years, Mr. Herbert Fisher, repre- 
senting the Oxford school of history, can still declare Mr. 
Freeman to have reached “the highest standard of scholarly 
exactitude,”* it is evident that the works of the Regius 

* Fortnightly Review, December, 1894, pp. 804-5. 
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Professor are still surrounded by a false glamour, and that 
one must further expose his grave liability to error. I can- 
not suppose that any competent scholar who may carefully 
peruse this work will in future venture to deny that, in spite 
of his many and his splendid gifts, Mr. Freeman was as 
liable as any of us to error, or that however laudable his- 
intentions, he was capable of precisely the same inaccuracy 
and occasionally of the same confusion as he denounced so 
bitterly in others. 

It is, indeed, my contention, as I have already explained,’ 
that to these denunciations of the errors of others is largely 
due the conviction of Mr. Freeman’s supreme accuracy, 
The question raised may seem to affect the whole method 
of history, for if, as has been said, it is the argument of the 
scientific historian that we ought to prefer accuracy of fact 
to charm of presentment and to literary style, the proof. 
that his method fails to save him from erring like any 
“literary” historian strikes at the root of his whole con- 
tention. 

Yet it is not the scientific method, but its prophet himself 
that was at fault. 

Although I am here only concerned with inaccuracy in 
matters of fact, I would guard myself against the retort 
that, at least, Mr. Freeman’s errors are of little consequence 
as compared with that obliquity of vision which led Mr. 
Froude, at all hazards, to vindicate Henry the Eighth. 
Without insisting on an absolute parallel, I trace a re- 
semblance even here. Just as his bias against the Roman 
church led Mr. Froude to vindicate Henry in order to justify 
the breach with Rome, so Mr. Freeman’s passion for de- 
mocracy made him an advocate on behalf of Harold, as 
“one whose claim was not drawn only from the winding- 


- sheet of his fathers.” I have elsewhere maintained, as to 


Harold’s election “by the free choice of a free people,” that 


Mr. Freeman’s undoubted perversion of the case at this 
“the central point” of his history, gravely impairs his 


’ Quarterly Review, July, 1892. 
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narrative of the Conquest, because its success, and even its 
undertaking, can actually be traced to that election.® Un- 
less we realise its disastrous effect on the situation both at 
home and abroad, we cannot rightly understand the triumph 
of the Duke’s enterprise. 

It had been my hope, in the present work, to have avoided 
acute controversy, but the attitude adopted, unfortunately, 
by the late Professor’s champions has rendered that course 
impossible. One can but rejoice that his accuracy should 
find strenuous defenders, as it removes the reluctance one 
would otherwise feel in continuing to criticise it now, A 
case is doubly proved when proved in the teeth of opposition. 
But one expects that opposition to be fair, and the line my 
opponents have taken throughout cannot, by any stretch of 
courtesy, be so described. My difficulty, indeed, in dealing 
with their arguments on the Battle of Hastings, is that they 
do not affect or even touch my case. In spite of their per- 
sistent efforts to obscure a plain issue, there is not, and 
there cannot be, any “ controversy” as to Mr. Freeman 
and the “palisade.” For, while fully recognising that the 
onus proband: lay on those who assert ‘its existence, he 
failed, on his own showing, to produce any proof of it 
whatever. Mr. Archer has ended,” as he began,” by de- 
liberately ignoring Mr, Freeman’s words,” on which my 
case avowedly rests, and without suppressing which~ he 
could not even enter the field. This, indeed, I have ex- 
plained so often, that I need not again have disposed of his 
arguments had not Mr. Gardiner, in the exercise of his 
editorial discretion, allowed him to make certain state- 
ments,” and refused me the right of exposing them, A 
typical example will be found on Pisses 

*See Quarterly Review as above. 

"See pp. 340-347. 

English Historical Review, July, 1894. 

“ Contemporary Review, March, 1893, pp. 335-355 

” Norman Conquest (2nd Ed.), iii. 763-4. 

* English Historical Review, as above. 

47 have, therefore, been obliged to refer ‘in some detail to these 
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It is not only demonstrable error that justifies critical 
treatment ; no less dangerous, if not more so, is that subtle 


- commixture of guess-work and fact, which leaves us in 


doubt as to what is proved and what is merely hypothesis. 
In his lecture on “The Nature of Historical Evidence,” the 
late Professor himself well brought out the point :— 

Many people seem to think that a position is proved if it can 
not be disproved. . . . Very few see with Sir George Lewis— 
though Sir George Lewis perhaps carried his own doctrine a little 
too far—that in a great many cases we ought to be satisfied with a 


_ negative result, that we must often put up with knowing that a thing 


did not happen in a particular way, or did not happen at all, without 
being furnished with any counter-statement to put in the place of that 
which we reject.” 

The question is whether a statement can be proved, not 
whether it can be disproved. Cases in point will be found 
on pp. 379, 389, 433-5. 

It may, in view of certain comments, be desirable, per- 
haps, to explain that the study on the origin of knight- 
service appeared in Mr. Freeman’s lifetime,’* and that my 
open criticism of his work began so far back as 1882. It 
will be seen, therefore, that I challenged its accuracy when 
he was himself able to reply. 

To those who may hold that in these studies excessive 
attention is bestowed on Anglo-Norman genealogy, I com- 
mend the words, not of a genealogist, but of the historian 
Kemble :— : 

It is indispensable to a clear view of the constitutional law and 
governmental institutions of this country, that we should not lose 
sight of the distribution of landed estates among the great families, 
and that the rise and fall of these houses should be carefully traced 
and steadily borne in mind... . 

Amidst all the tumult and confusions of civil and foreign wars ; 


statements, while for those I have already disposed of I have given the 


- references to the Q.2. and £.H.X. 


1 Methods of Historical Study, p. 141. 
1% English Historical Review, July, 1891-January, 1892. 
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throughout religious and political revolutions; from the days of 
Arminius to those of Harald; from the days of Harald to our own; 
the successions of the landowners and the relations arising out of 
these successions, are the running comment upon the events in our 
national history: they are at once the causes and the criteria of facts, 
and upon them has depended the development and settlement of 
principles, in laws which still survive, in institutions which we cling 
to with reverence, in feelings which make up the complex of our 

national character.” 


The paper on “Walter Tirel and his wife” may serve to 
show that in this department there is still needed much 
labour before we can hope for a perfeet record of the great 
houses of the Conquest. 


T~have to thank Mr. Murray for his kind permission to 
make use of two of the articles I have contributed to the 
Quarterly Review, Some of the studies have previously 
appeared in the English Historical Review, and these are 
now republished with Messrs. Longmans’ consent. Lastly, 
I would take the opportunity afforded by this preface of 
acknowledging the encouragement my researches have de- 
tived from the approval not only of our supreme authority 
—I mean the Bishop of Oxford—but also of that eminent 
scholar, Dr. Liebermann, whose name one is proud to 
associate with a work on medizval history, 


Jj. H. Rounp. 


“ The Names, Surnames, and Nicknames of the Anglo-Saxons. Read 
at Winchester, September 11th, 1845. 


[NoTE.—I have not thought it needful to include in the index names 
of persons or places only ‘ntroduced incidentally in illustration of 
arguments. The prefix “ Fitz,” as in Geoffrey de Mandeville, has been 
retained as a useful convention, whatever the actual name may have 
been. 
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PART I 


TERRITORIAL STUDIES 


DOMESDAY BOOK 


ap RE true key to the Domesday Survey, and to the 
system of land assessment it. records, is found in the 
Lnguisitio Comitatus Cantabrigiensis. Although the docu- 
ment so styled is one of cardinal importance, it has, 
from accident, been known to few, and has consequently 
never succeeded in obtaining the attention and _ scientific 
treatment it deserved. The merit of its identification be- 
longs to Mr. Philip Carteret Webb, who published in 1756 a 
paper originally read before the Society of Antiquaries, en- 
titled, A Short Account of Danegeld, with some Surther parti- 
culars relating to William the Conqueror’s Survey. It is 
difficult to speak too highly of this production, remembering 
the date at which it was composed. Many years were yet 
to elapse before the printing of Domesday was even begun, 
_ and historical evidences were largely inaccessible as com- 
_ pared with the condition of things to-day. Yet the ability 
shown by Mr. Webb in this careful and conscientious piece 
of work is well seen in his interesting discovery, which he 
announced in these words :— 


In searching for the Lzber Eliensts, 1 have had the good fortune 
_ to discover in the Cotton Library a MS. copy of the Inquisition of 
the jury, containing their survey for most of the hundreds in Cam- 
bridgeshire. This MS. is written on vellum in double columns and on 
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(1833), and “even the indefatigable Sir Thomas Duffus — 


notice of the Domesday MSS. he observes in a footnote:— 


ae) Domesday Book <a 


both sides of the page. It is bound up with the Liber Eliensis, and os 
begins at p. 76a and ends at p. 113. It is written in a very fair but 
ancient character, not coeval with the Survey, but of about the time 


_ of Henry II. It was given by Mr. Arthur Agard to Sir Robert Cotton, ~ > 


and is marked Tiberius A. VI. 4. Your lordship and the Society — 
will be of opinion that this is a discovery of importance, and what 


had escaped the observation of Sir H. Spelman, Mr. Selden, and set 


other antiquarians. A part of this valuable morsel of antiquity is hes 
already transcribed, and in a few weeks I hope to be Be to com- 
municate the whole of it to the Society (p. 26). ane 


Mr. Webb’s discovery was known to Kelham, and duly 
referred to by him in his Domesday Book Iilustrated (1788). 
It was also known to Sir Francis Palgrave, strong in his : 
acquaintance with manuscript authorities, who alluded (1832) 
to the fact that “fragments of the original inquisitions have re 
been preserved,” and described the MS. Tib. A. VI, of a 
which “the first portion consists of the Juqgudsitzo Eliensis, 
extending, as above mentioned, into five counties; it is 
followed by the inedited Inquisitio,’ etc’ It is, however, 
undoubtedly ignored.in Ellis’s Introduction to Domesday Book — 


yu 


Hardy,” writes Mr. Birch,’ “has omitted all notice of this — 
manuscript in his Descriptive Catalogue of Manuscripis re- 
lating to the History of Great Britain and Ireland, vol. i as 
(186s). This, however, is not strictly the case, for in his 


The Cottonian MS. [Tib. A. VI.] has also a second and unique 
portion of this survey, which was not printed in the edition pub- 
lished by the Record Commission in 1816. It commences “in ae 
Grantebriggesira, in Siaplchounins,’ and ends imperfectly “et 


vicecomiti regis v. auras.” ‘ : San 


These words prove that Sir Thomas had inspected the : 
MS., which duly begins and ends eae the words bey = < 
given. ee 

It is certain, however, that Mr. Freeman, most ardent ofa 


1 English Commonwealth, I. ccccxliv. 2 [bid. 
5 Domesday Book, p. 42. 
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Domesday students, knew nothing of this precious evidence, 
and remained therefore virtually unacquainted with the 
modus operand: of the Great Survey. The pages, we shall 
find, of the Juzguzsttzo afford information that no one would 
have welcomed more eagerly than himself. Perhaps, there- 
fore, it is not surprising that Mr. N. E. S. A. Hamilton, when 
editing this document for the Royal Society of Literature 
(1876), should have supposed that it-had been overlooked 
till then, or that he was “the first to bring its importance 
to light” (p. iv.) It is, however, much to be regretted that 
Mr. De Gray Birch should have strenuously insisted that 


Webb (whose paper he actually~ names) and Kelham 


“appear to have been strangely ignorant of the true and 
important nature of this manuscript,’ and should have 


' repeated this assertion’ after I had shown at the Domesday 


Commemoration (1886) that the honour of the discovery 
really belonged to Mr. P. C. Webb. One may claim that 
Webb should have his due, while gladly expressing grati- 
tude to Mr. Hamilton for his noble edition of the /nguzsztio, 
which has conferred on Domesday students an inestimable 
boon.® 

The printing of the document in record type, the colla- 
tion throughout with Domesday Book, and the appending of 
the /ugutisitio Eliensis, edited from three different texts, 
represent an extraordinary amount of minute and weari- 
some labour. The result is a volume as helpful as it is 


indispensable to the scholar. 


I propose in this paper to take up anew the subject, at 
the point where Mr. Hamilton has left it, to submit the text 
to scientific criticism, to assign it its weight in the scale of 
authority, and to explain its glossarial and its illustrative 
value for the construction and the contents of Domesday 


Book. 


4 Atheneum, 1885, 1. 472, 566-7; Domesday Book, 1887, p. 44. 
5 Domesday Studies (1891), 11. 488. 
6 Inguisitio Comitatus Cantabrigtensts. Cura N.E.S. A. Hamilton, 


1876. 


6 Domesday Book 


I. NATURE OF THE “INQ. CoM. CANT.” 


Exact definition is needful at the outset in dealing with 
this document. The /xquzsitzo Comitatus Cantabrigiensis, 
which is entered on fos. 76-113 of Tib. .A. VI., must be 
carefully distinguished from the J/ngudsctio Eliensis on 
fos. 38-68. Mr. [Jamilton doubted whether any one before 
him “had distinguished between” the two, but this, we have 
seen, was a mistake. The distinction however is all-impor- 
tant, the two documents differing altogether in character 
One would not think it necessary to distinguish them also 
from the so-called Liber Elensis (which is not a survey at 
all) had not Mr. Eyton inadvertently stated that our docu- 
ment has been printed under the title of Lzber Elzensis." 

The /ngursetio Comitatus Cantabrigiensis (hereafter styled 
“the LC.C.”) deals with the county of Cambridge alone, 
but, in that county, with the lands of all holders. The 
Inquisitio Eliensis (which I propose to style the Es oe 
deals with several counties, but, in these counties, with 
the lands of the abbey alone. The latter was duly printed, 
with Domesday Book, by the Record Commission ; the for- 
mer remained in manuscript till printed by Mr. Hamilton. 

Mr. Hamilton describes his record at the outset as “the 
Original Return made by the /Juratores of the county of 
Cambridge in obedience to the Conqueror’s mandate, from 
which the Exchequer Domesday for that county was after- 
wards compiled by the King’s secretaries,” and as “the 
original source from which the Exchequer Domesday for 
that county was derived.” Mr. Birch here again repeats 
the words, insisting “that we have in this very precious 
Cottonian MS. che original source from which the Exchequer 
Domesday of Cambridgeshire was compiled.”8 

Such a description is most unfortunate, being not only 
inaccurate but misleading. All that we are entitled to pre- 


Notes on Domtesday (1877), reprinted 1880, p, 15. 


’The italics are his own, Domesday Book, p. 42. Cf. Domesday 
Studies, 11. 486-7. 
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dicate of the document is that it is apparently a copy of the 
original returns from which Domesday Book was compiled. 
For “the original source” of both we must look to the now 
missing returns of the jurors, the primary authority from 
which Domesday Book and the Jnguzsttio Com. Cant. are 
independently derived. This distinction is all-important, 
reducing, as it does, the Jguisitio from the rank of an 
“original” to that of a secondary atthority on the same 
level with Domesday Book.? Mr. Hamilton, like Mr. Webb 
before him, assigned the handwriting of the Jugzudsitio to 
about the close of the twelfth century. The copy of the 


returns which it contains, therefore, was made about a 


century later than the returns themselves, 

The problem then that we have to solve is this: “Is the 
LC.C. an actual transcript of these original returns, and 
if so, is it faithful?” I will not, like Mr. Hamilton, assume 


an affirmative, but will attempt an impartial enquiry. 
The two paths which we must follow in turn to arrive 


at a just conclusion are (1) the construction of the LC.C., 


(2) collation with the Jug. Ekensis. For I hope to show - 


that the latter record must have been derived from the 
same source as the Jug. Com. Cant. 

Following the first of these paths, we note at once that 
while Domesday Book arranges the Manors according to 
fiefs, the Jug. Com. Cant., on the contrary, arranges them by 
hundreds and townships. Its system is regular and simple. 
For every hundred it first enumerates the principal jurors 
who made the return, and then gives the return itself, 
arranged according to townships (vz//e). These townships 
are thus the units of which the Manors they contain are 
merely the component fractions. This is precisely what 
we should expect to find in the original returns, but it only 
creates a presumption; it does not afford a proof. For in- 
stance, it might be reasonably urged that these copies may 


® It is not even froved that the I.C.C. is copied from the original 
returns themselves. There is the possibility of a MS. between the two. 
Sec Addenda. : 


oe Domesday Bvok eee 


have omitted certain items in the returns, just as Domes 
Book omitted others. 


To reply to this objection, we must turn to the second ~ “ 


path; that is to say, we must collate the Juguzsitio Eliensis 
with the Jug. Com. Cant. I shall prove below that the latter 
cannot have been taken from the former, which only covers 
a portion of its field, and that, on the other hand, the former 


cannot have been taken from the latter, because the Jzguz- 


sitio Elensis is accurate in places where the Jug. Com. 


Cant. is in error. Consequently they must both have been 


derived independently from some third document. This 
being so, if we should find that their versions agree closely, 
we may fairly infer that each is intended to be a faithful 
reproduction of the above “third document.” In other 
words, if neither version omits items which are given in 


the other, we are entitled to assume that the copy is in each © 


case exhaustive, for two scribes working independently “are 


not likely to have systematically omitted the same items’ 


from the document before them. 


What then was the “third document” from which ier = 
both copied? Obviously it was either the original returns — 
of the Domesday jurors, or a copy (exhaustive or not) of — 


these returns. Now we cannot suppose that two scribes, 
working, as I have said, independently, would both have 
worked, not from the original returns themselves, but from 
a-copy, and that the same copy of these returns—a copy, 
moreover, of the existence of which we have no evidence 
whatever. Moreover, in this hypothetical copy, there 
would, we may safely assert, have been some clerical 
errors. These would have duly re-appeared in both the 
Inquisitiones, and collation with Domesday Book would 
enable us to detect them. Yet in no single instance, 
though each of them contains errors, have I found a 


clerical error common to both. We are thus driven to the ‘ * 


conclusion that in both these Jngudsttiones we have copies 
of the actual returns made by the Domesday j jurors. 
One of the postulates in the above argument is that the 
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* -carucz villanis. 
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Ing. Com. Cant. and the Ing. Eliensis “agree closely” in 


their versions. 
LGC. 

Meldeburna pro x. sollidis] 

se defendebat T.R.E. et modo 


_pro viii. Et de his x. hidis tenet 


predictus abbas ii. hidas et 1*™ 
yirgam. _ v. carrucis est ibi terra. 
Una carruca et dimidia, et una 


‘ hida et una virga in dominio, et 


dimidia carruca potest fieri. iu. 
‘vi. villani, ix. 
bordarii, iii. cotarii, dimidium 
molendinum de iii. solidis, iet 
viii. denariis. Pratum v. carrucis. 


‘Pastura ad pecora ville, ccc. 


oves iii. minus, Xxxiili. porci. 


- Inter totum valet .c. sol., et 


, 


quando recepit totidem. T.R.E. 
yi. lib. Heec terra jacet et jacuit 
in ecclesia sancte AEdel. de eliin 
dominio. 

Et de his x. hidis tenet Wido 
de Reb’ curt de rege, &ca., &ca. 


Here is an instance in illustration?® :-— 


LE. 

Meldeburne pro x. hidis se 
defendebat in tempore R.AED. 
et modo pro viii. Et de his x. 
hun|dredis] tenet abbas de ell ii. 
hidas et i. v[irgam]. vy. carucis ibi 
est terra. I. caruca et dimidia, 
et i. hida et dimidia, in dominio, 
et dimidia caruca potest fieri. 
iii. carucze hominibus. vi. villani, - 

li, ili Pratum 
y. carucis. i. molendinum de 11. 
sOlidis et viii. denariis. 
ad pecora ville. oves ccc., ii1*: 
minus, et xxxilli. porci. Inter 
totum valet v. lib. Quando re- 
cepit v. lib. T.R.E. vi. lib. Heaec 
terra jacet et jacuit in ecclesia 
sancte AEdel’ ely in dominio. 

In eadem villa habet Guido de 
Raimbecurt de rege, &ca., &ca. 


Pastura 


These extracts are typical and instructive. They leave, 


in the first place, no doubt upon the mind that both are 
versions of the same original. This, which proves my 
postulate, will be shown below to possess a further and 
important bearing. But while these versions closely agree, 
we notice (1) independent blunders, (2) slight variants in 
diction. As to blunders, we see that the I.C.C. has 
“sol[idis]” where the LE. has the correct “hidis,” while, 
conversely, the LE. reads “ hun{dredis]” where the I.C.C. 
has, rightly, “hidis.” Again the 1,C.C. allots to demesne 
an assessment of a hide and a virgate, but IE. a hide and 
a half (ze. two virgates). Collation with Domesday Book 
confirms the former version. Conversely, the ICC. 


10 These extracts are extended and punctuated to faciliate the com- 
parison. Important extensions are placed within square brackets. 
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assigns to the mill the value of three shillings and eight- 
pence, but the LE. of two shillings and eightpence. Colla- 
tion with Domesday Book confirms the latter. “Turning 
now to the variants, we may express them more clearly 
thus :— 
TGACe LE. 
T.R.E. = in tempore R.AED, 
predictus abbas = abbas de eli, 
villanis = hominibus. 
dimidium molendinum = i. molendinum. 
c, sob-= ye clib. 
totidem = y. lib. 
de his x. hidis tenet = in eadem villa habet. 


These prove that verbal accuracy was not aimed at by the 
transcribers. The same freedom from its trammels is seen 
in the transposition of the “mil]” and “meadow” Pas- 
sages, and, indeed, in the highly abbreviated form of the 
LE. entries (in which a single letter, mostly, does duty for 
a word), which shows that the original version must have 
been either extended in the I.C.C., or (more probably) ab- 
breviated in the LE. 


We are now in a position to advance to the criticism of 
the text of the Ing. Com. Cant., and to ‘inquire how far it 


In other words, are its contents more or Jess trustworthy 
than those of Domesday Book? 

It might, no doubt, be fairly presumed that a simple trans- 
cript of the original returns was less likely to contain 
error than such a compilation as Domesday Book, in which 
their contents were (I) re-arranged on a different system, 
(2) epitomised and partly omitted, (3) altered in wording, 
Mr. Hamilton, indeed, who was naturally tempted to make 
the most of his MS., appears to have jumped at this con- 
clusion ; for "he speaks in his preface (p. xii.) of its « superior 
exactness,” and gives us no hint of omissions or of blunders, 
There are, however, plenty of both, as will be seen from the 
lists below, which do not profess to be exhaustive, 
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But we will first examine the instances adduced by Mr. 
Hamilton. Out of ten examples in proof of its value, five 
are cases in which “the want of precision in Domesday ” 
leaves the identity of the tenant-in-chief “undefined.” It 
is difficult to comment on these statements, because in all 
five cases the name is as carefully recorded in Domesday 
as in the I.C.C. Mr. Hamilton’s error can only, it will be 
found, have arisen from comparing the I.C.C. not with 
Domesday Book, but with the extracts therefrom printed in 
his work, which, being torn from their place, do not, of 
course, contain the tenant’s full name, which in Domesday 

itself is given at the head of the list from which they are 
taken. Moreover, as it happens, this test demonstrates not 
the inferiority, but (in one instance at least) the superiority 
of Domesday, the I.C.C. (fo. 97, col. 2) reading “Hance 
terram tenuit comes alanus” (sic), where Domesday has 
(rightly) “Hanc terram tenuit Algar comes.” The former 
must have wrongly extended the abbreviated original 
entry.” 

Another of Mr. Hamilton’s examples is this :— 


“ Heec terra fuit et est de dominio zecclesize” (Domesday) is abbre- 
viated from a long account of the holdings of Harduuinus de 
Scalariis and Turcus homo abbatis de Rameseio in the Cotton MS. 


But, on referring to the passage in question, we find that 
the Domesday passage: “Hec terra fuit et est de dominio 

 gcclesie” has nothing to do with that “long account,” but 
corresponds to the simple formula in the 1C.C, “ Hance 
terram tenuerunt monache de cet’ero T.R.E. et modo 
tenent.” The example which follows it is this :— 


At pp. 38, 39 we see a curious alteration in the value of the land, 
which had risen from xv. lib. ‘ quando recepit” and T.R.E. to xvii, 
lib. at the time the return was made, and dropped again to xvi. lib. 
in the Domesday Survey. 


"Curiously enough, the cases in which the I.C.C. does really supple- 
ment the Domesday version, that is, in the names of the holders TRE. 
and of the under-tenants T.R.W., were left unnoticed by Mr. Hamilton. 
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(his strange comment implies the supposition that the 
I.C.C. records an earlier survey than Domesday Book, 
whereas, of course, they are derived from the samé returns, 
so that the discrepancy of xvi. and xvii. is merely a 
clerical error. One more instance, the “curious reading” 
harlestone in the I.C.C., is shown below to be merely an 
error in that MS. Such are eight of the examples adduced 
by Mr. Hamilton. The remaining two merely illustrate 
not the superior accuracy, but the greater elaboration of 
the I.C.C. It has been absolutely necessary to dispose of 
these examples, in order to show that a critical estimate 


of the value of the I.C.C. has yet to be made. 
Taking the omissions in the MS. first, we find some really 
bad ones. On fo. 79A (2), collation with Domesday gives 


this result :— 
ECG; (p. 22) 


II. hidas et dimidiam et x, 
deras tenuerunt, [wich scnvas-ncy 


ee esesesoeevers Ce er ce ry 


heres ]. Non potuerunt recedere 
sine licentia. 


A similar “run on” omission is found on : ° 


ECiC. (p.299 5) 
Tenet Radulfus de bans de 


[Widone de] rembercurt terciam 
partem unius virge. I. bovi ibi 
Gat tetra, et estos |... dvicas.eoc 


POPP ee meme e ee eeererre sre eedosessereeseneesd 


eee : 
eereee COP roo eee Kea eer Vee ise eer resyree ] 


Valet et valuit semper xii. den. 


D.B. (I. 196a). 

Tenuerunt ii. hidas et dimi- 
diam et x. acras. Nec isti 
potuerunt recedere absque licen- 
tia abbatis. Et xix. sochemanni, 
homines regis E., tenuerunt ii, 
hidas. Non potuerunt recedere 
absque licentia. 

IOQA (1) :— 
D.B. (I. 2004, 193A). 

Tenet Radulfus de Widone 
iii. partem i. virgatee [Terra est 
i. bovi], et ibi est bos. Valet et 
valuit ii. sol., et vendere potuit, 
et i'™- partem unius Avere 
vicecomiti invinit. 

In. Oreuuelle tenet eadem 
ecclesia iii'*™- partem unius vir- 
gate. Terra est dimidio bovi et 
valet xii. den. 


™ The references to pages are to those of Mr. Hamilton’s edition. The 
portions within the square brackets are the passages omitted, 
8 In this instance the omission is so gross that it attracted Mr. Hamil- 
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Another instance of “running on” occurs on fol. 105A (1), 


have this :-— 


LC. (p. 14). 
Eadiua unam hidam habuit 


rete nara -Virgawh |i: 2.5.0. ase rose 


wsseess»] Socham huius habuit 
ediua T.R.E." 


- where “ xviii. cotarii” (p. 67) is proved by Domesday to stand 
for “xviii. [bordarii x.] cotarii.” 


Again on fo. 79 (B) 2 we 


D.B. (1. 195 B 1). 
Tenuit Eddeua i. hidam et i. 
virgatam et Wluui homo ejus 1. 


hidam et i. virgatam. Socam ejus 
habuit Eddeua. 


seen det Pera esc ake 


So, too, on fo. 100B (1) :— 
os SOA Orbe Wey ae 
XI. carruce villanis xv. [vil- XV. villani et xv. bordarii cum 
jani, xv. bordarii, xi. servi. Unum xi. carucis. Ibi xi. servi, et 1. 
mol’ de xvi. denariis, et alii duo molinus de xvi. denariis et alii 
mol de xxxii. denariis. Pratum] duo molini de xxxii. denariis, 
xvi. carrucis. Pratum xvi. carucis. 


D.B. (I. 190). 


The importance of such an omission as this lies in the proof 
of unintelligent clerkship and want of revision which so 
unmeaning an entry as “xv. xvi. carrucis” supplies. 

Omissions of another character are not infrequent. On 
fo. 95B (1) an entire holding of a virgate (held by a sokeman 
of Earl Alan) is omitted (p. 34). Another sokeman of Earl 
Alan (p. 32) has his holding (4 virgate) omitted on the ~ 
same folio (95A, 1), so is an entire holding of Hardwin’s (p. 
36) on fo. 96a, (2). A demesne plough (“i. caruca”) of 


He admits in a footnote that his MS. “confounds two 
separate entries.” It would, however, be more correct to say that the 
MS. here omits a portion of each. It is easy to see how the scribe 
erroneously “ran on” from the first portion of one entry to the second 
portion of another. This entry has a further value, for while D.B. con- 
victs the I.C.C. of omitting the words “de Widone,” it is itself convicted, 
by collation, of omitting the entry, “Terra, est i. bovi.” 

4 The I.C.C. here wholly omits one of the three holdings T.R.E. 
“The three hides and a virgate,” at which the estate was assessed, were 
thus composed :—(1) three virgates held by Huscarl, (2) a hide anda 
virgate held by Eadgyth, (3) a hide and a virgate held by Wulfwine, her 
It is this last holding which is omitted. Note here that the 


ton’s notice. 


man. 


- Domesday “hide” is composed as ever (pace Mr. Pell) of four virgates. 
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Hugh de Port (p. 8) is omitted (78A, 1), and so are the 
ploughs (“et iiii. villanis”) of Aubrey’s villeins (p. 9) a few 
lines lower down. On fo. 90a (1) the words “ibi est terra” 
are wanting (p. 15),5 and so are “non potuit” on fo. 100 (A) 
1% The word “recedere” is left out on fo. 103B (2),” and 
“soca” just before (103 (B) 1); Odo gs similarly wani- 
ing on fo. 904 (1)2° The note also on the Abbot of Ely’s 
sokeman at Lollesworth (p. 95), is wholly omitted (fo. 113, 
B, 2), though found both in Domesday Book and in the 
Lnquisito Elensis.® 
Turning now to the clerical blunders, we find an 

abundant crop. We may express them conveniently in 
tabular form :-— 
Folio Page 
76 (a) 2. “Auenam lvii. nummos,” for “ Aueram (ve)l viii. 

denarios” (D.B.) . ; : : : : eve 
76 (6) 1. “Hominis” for “ho(mo)” , : ‘ : ee 
77 (a) 2. “In dominio et iii, villani,” for “una caruca in 

dominio et iii. villanis” . i ‘ F : ; ee 

Ibid. “Mille de anguillis dimidium de piscina,” Soren 
millen’ et dimidium anguill’ ” (D.B.) “ 


78 (b) 2. “iiii, in dominio caruce et iii, hide in diminio,” ; 

for “iii. carucee et iii. hides in dominio ”, : . Pear es 
79 (a) 1. “cuius honor erat,” for “cuius ho(mo erat” , Ps 
79 (b) 2. ‘iiiies bobus,” for ‘iiii. bord(arii ”, . 4 » 14 
gt (b) 2. “valent ii.,” for ‘ valent iti. den.”. r c . QI 
92 (b) 2. “xliii. car(ucis) ibi e(st) terra.” for “xl. acras terre”, 25 
95 (4) 2. “has y. h(idas) tenet,” for “de his y. h(idis) tenet” 33 
95 (4) 1. “et pro iii. virgis,” for “et pro iii, virgis ” ey 
95 (2) 2. “unam virgam minus,” joy  dimi? virg’ minus ” (D.B.) 35 
96 (b) 1. “ dimidiam virgam,” for “i. virg’ ” (D.B.) -- 38 
97 (b) 1. *Clintona,” for “Iclintona”. ; 


5 5 hay Be 
* “i. caruce [ibi terra] et est caruca,” 

6 “Tta quod [non potuit] dare vel vendere” (p. 50). 

7 “ Potuerunt [recedere] qua parte voluerunt "—p, 62 (Mr. Hamilton 
noticed this omission), 

* “Sed [soca] eius remansit ediue” (p. 61). 

1» “Tenet [Odo] de comite Alano” (p. 15). 

*» “Soca tantum hominis abbatis de Ely remansit secclesize ” (D.B.) ; 
“sine socha” GSE); cee 


Errors in the Ing. Com. Cant. 


Le 

Folio ‘ : Page 

97 (b) 2. “unam hidam,” for “dimidiam hidam ” (D.B.) 42 

100 (a) 1. “Terra est vi. carucis,” for “Terra est v. carucis”™ 50 
100 (@) 2. “ii. h(idas) et dimidiam virgam,” for ‘ii. hidas et 

i. virgam et dimidiam”™(D.B.) : . ; rea Te. 

too (b) 2. “vii. sochemanni,” for “ iii, soch[emanni]” ™. 52 

tor (a) 2. ‘‘homities,” for “homines” ; i Sey 
tor (b) 2. “tenet pic’ vicecomes quendam ortum de rege ii. 

hide.” for ‘‘ tenet pic’ vicecomes de rege ii. hidas ” *4 ess 

102 (a) 1. “‘ii. boves,” for “ii. bord(arii)” . ; : 236 
704 (b) 1. “‘iiii. hidas et i. virgam,” for “iii. hidas et i. virgam ” 

(D.B.) . : : : : : ‘ fo igre weEOS 

“105 (b) 2. bis ‘ Rahamnes,” for ““Kahannes” . ‘ . 60 

106 (a) 1. “pro vi. hidis” (bis), for “pro vii. hidis ” SO 
tog (b) 2. ‘‘Fulcuinus tenet de comite Alano iii. cottarios,” 

for “ Fulcuinus tenet de comite Alano. iii. cottarii”. 782 

t10 (b) 1. “‘viiii. h(idis),” for “ viii. h(idis) ” ; 84 
tii (a) 2. “iii. carrucis est ibi terra,” for “‘iiii. car’ est ibi 

terra” ‘ s ‘ : : ; ; Bid Be ey; 
r10 (a) 1. “ely tenuit i. h(idas), for ‘ely tenuit i, h(idam)” 

(1.E.) : ; 03 


Besides these, Ralf “de bans” is often entered as Ralf 


“de scannis.” 


LEX. 
Hugo de portu tenet sneile- 


uuelle. Pro v. hidis se defende- 
bat T.R.E. et modo facit de feudo 
episcopi baiocensis (p. 3). 
Tenuit Turbertus i. hidam sub 
abbate de eli. Et im morte ita 
quod non potuit dare neque sepa- 
rare ab ecclesia extra dominicam 
firmam monachorum T.R.E. (p. 


63). 


Again, we find such blunders as this :— 


D.B. 
Ipse Hugo tenet de feudo epis- 


copt baiocensis snellewelle. Pro 
v. hidis se defend[ebat] semper. 


Tenuit Turbern i. hidam de 
abbate. Non poterat separare 
ab ecclesia extra firmam mona- 
chorum T.R.E. nec in die mortis 
ef us. 


21 The latter is the reading of D.B., and is the right one because con- 


firmed by I.E. 


% This, like the similar cases where D.B. is given as the authority for 


the second reading, is proved arithmetically (vide ixfra). 
23 The I.C.C. enumerates only ¢/#vee, which is the number given in D. B. 
The words “quendam ortum” had occurred just before, and are 


here wrongly repeated, 
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Abuerunt de soca S. ‘del’ Habuerunt ii. hidas et dimi- 
ii. hidas et dimidiam virgam de diam virfgatam] de soca S. 
ely T.R.E. (p. 65). fideldride de Ely. 


In all these three cases the italicised words are misplaced, 
and in all three the explanation is the same, the scribe 
having first omitted them, and then inserted them later out 
of place. Having now criticised the text of the LC.C,, and 
shown that it presents no small traces of unintelligent 
clerkship, if not of actual ignorance of the terms and 
Sormule of Domesday, I turn to the text of Domesday Book, 
to test it by comparison with that of the I.C.C. 


II. CRITICISM OF THE DOMESDAY TEXT 


Among. the omissions are, on i, 195 (4) 1, “Item et red- 
debat viii. den. vel aueram si rex in vicecomitatu venit” 
(p. 5). At Kirtling (p. 11), “et v caruca potest fieri [in 

_idgminio]” is omitted (i. 202 a). So is (p. 25) a potential 
demesne plough ‘of John fitz Waleran (i. 201 6). The 
Countess Judith’s sokemen at Carlton (pp. 20, 21) have 
their values omitted” (i. 202, a, 2), “Habuerunt dimidiam 
hidam, et,” is omitted (p. 28) in the entry of two sokemen 
of Godwine (201, 4, 2). On i. 196 (2) 1, “ Terra est i. bovi” 
is wanting (p. 79). More important, however, are the 
omissions of whole entries. These are by no means difficult 
to account for, the process of extracting from the original 
returns, the various entries relating to each particular fief 
being one which was almost certain to result in such 
omissions.” 


* “Inter totum valent et valuerunt xii. den.” This was exclusive of 
the value of the Manor, which by the way the I.C.C. gives as sixteen 
pounds and D.B. at six pounds, one of those cases of discrepancy which 
have to be left in doubt, though D.B. is probably right. 

76 Mr. Eyton, in his odes on Domesday (p. 16), called attention to this. 
“The result,” he wrote (of the Lincolnshire Domesday), “as to arrange- 
ment, is in certain instances just what might have been expected from 
some haste of process. . . . The hurried clerks were perpetually 
overlooking entries which they ought to have seen,” 
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Moreover, two entries were occasionally thrown into one, 
a dangerous plan for the clerks themselves, and one which 
may sometimes lead us to think that an entry is omitted 
when it is duly to be found under another head, Lastly, 
the compilers of Domesday Book had no such invaluable 
check for their work as was afforded in the original by 
entering first the assessment of the whole township, and 
then that of each of its component Manors separately. But 
of this more below.” The only wonder is that the omissions 
are, after all, so few. Perhaps even of these some may be 
only apparent. Hardwin’s half-hide in Burwelf (p. 6) is 
wanting; so is Aubrey’s half-virgate in Badburgham, ac- 
cording to Mr. Hamilton (p. 36), but the oversight is his. 
A virgate held in Trumpington by a burgess of Cam- 
bridge (p. 51) would seem to be not forthcoming, but its 
position was somewhat anomalous.® Guy de Rembercurt 
held a hide and a virgate in Hastingefield (p. 73), though. 
we cannot find it in Domesday; and in Witewelle (Outwell) 
two hides which were held by Robert, a tenant of Hardwin 
(p. 81), are similarly omitted, according to Mr. Hamilton 
but will be found under “ Wateuuelle” (198 4, 2). 

There are cases in which the I.C.C. corrects D.B., cases 
in which D.B. corrects the I.C.C., and cases in which the 
LC.C. corrects itself. There aré also several cases of 
discrepancy between the two, in which we cannot posi- 

1 Mr. Eyton (2dd., pp. 17, 18), while ignoring this valuable and most 
mportant feature, notes the employment of a similar device in Domes- 
day Book itself in the case of Yorkshire. “Against such errors and 
redundancies a very simple but effective precaution seems to have been 
adopted by some clerk or clerks employed on the Yorkshire notes. 
Before transcription was commenced an index was made of the loose 
notes of that county. This index gave the contents of each Wapentac or 
Liberty in abstract under the appropriate title; then the measure in 
carucates and bovates of each item of estate; and lastly (interlined) 
some hint or indication to whose Honour or fief each item belonged. 
This most clerkly device will have saved the subsequent transcribers 
much trouble of roll-searching and a world of. confusion in their actual 


work.” a fies 
* “ Warra jacet in trompintona, et terra in grantebrigga. 


B. Hi: c 


nt tether did learns Jian t id allele 
2 le ee es 7 
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tively pronounce which, if either, is right. A singular 
instance of both being wrong is found in the case of Soham. 
The assessment of this township was actually eleven hides, 
its four component holdings being severally assessed at 
nine and a half hides less six acres, half a hide, one hide, 
and six acres. The I.C.C. at first gives the total assess- 
ment as eleven hides and a half, while D.B. erroneously 
assesses the first of the four holdings at six hides and forty 
acres in one place, and nine hides and a haif in the other, 
both figures being wrong. A most remarkable case of yet 
another kind is found in Scedford (Shelford). Here the entry 
in I.C.C. agrees exactly with the duplicate entries found in 
D.B. Yet they both make nonsense.” But on turning to 
the Jnquisttio Eliensis we obtain the correct version. As 
this is a very important and probably unique instance, the 
entries are here given in parallel columns :— 


Ing. Eliensis. Ing. Com. Cant. D.B. D.B. i. 198 (a) 2. 

i, hidam et .Tenueruntvii. i. 198 (a) 2. Tenuerunt vii. 
dim. et vi. (stc)socheman- _‘ Tenuerunt vii. - (sic) socheman- 
acras quas ten- ni i. hidam et (sic)socheman _ni i. hidam et 


uerunt vi. so- 
chemanni de 
socha abbatis 
ley, de quibus 
non potuerunt 
dare nec rece- 
dere nisi itie 
virgas absque 
ejus licentia. Et 
si alias vendi- 
dissent tres vir- 
gas, predictus 
abbas semper 
socham habuit 
T.R.E. 


dim. et vi. acras 
de soca abbatis 
de ely. Non 
potuerunt rece- 
dere sed soca 
remanebat ab- 
bati. 


ni i. hidam et 
dim. et vi. acras 


de soca abbatis. 


Non * potuer- 
unt recedere 
cum terra, sed 
soca remanebat 
ecclesia de ely. 


dim. et vi. acras 
de soca abbatis 
de ely. Non po- 
tuerunt rece- 
dere cum terra, 


sed ‘soca re- 
manebat <xc- 
clesiz Ely. 


* To say that the sokeman “non potuerunt recedere sed soca remane- 
bat abbati,” is nonsense, because if they were not able “ recedere,” the 
The formula “sed soca,” etc., is 


question of “soca” could not arise. 
only used in cases where there was a right “recedere.” 


*° In this case the “nfon]” has been added by interlineation. 
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Here the Jnugudsttio Eliensis version shows us that the 
estate had two divisions held by different tenures. Three 
virgates the sokemen were not free to sell: the other 
three they might sell, but if they did, « predictus abbas 
semper socham habuit.” “ The two divisions of the estate 
are confused in the other versions. But all three of these 
correspond so exactly that we are driven to assign the 
error to the original returns themselves, In that case the 
compiler (or compilers) of the I,E. will have corrected the 
original return from his own knowledge of the facts, which 
knowledge, I shall show, he certainly possessed. 

This brings us to the errors of Domesday. For com- 
parison’s sake, I here tabulate them like those of the 
LCC, :— 


Folio ee 2 Page 
i. 189 (b) 2. “mancipium,” for “inuuardum” (I.C.C.) . ae 


i. 195 (b) 1. “Terra est ii, carucis et ibi ee for” Terra est i. 


carucze et ibi est” : : ner 
i. 199 (0) 1. “xxx. seis? for eo acras ” LC. Cc) onesie 
i. 196 (a) 2. “‘iiii. villani . . . habent iii. carucas,” for 
“iii. villani . . . habent iili. carucas” . 21 
a, 199 (b) 1. ‘ De hac terra tenet,” for “adhuc in etm villa 
tenet” (?)* . ; : : : ; : ; Famer Ts 
i. 198 (#) 1. “tenet Harduuinus i. virgatam” for “tenet 
Hardeuuinus dim. virgatam” (I.C..C) . ; : 38 
i. 194 (b) 1. “ii. hidas et i. virg. terre,” for “ii. hidas et una 
virg. et dimidiam” (I.C.C.) . : : rng sy? 
i. 199 (b) 2. “xvi. sochemanni,” for ‘xv. aaa ; 65 
i. 198 (b) 1. “tenet Durand . . . i, hidam et i. virg.,” for 
“tenet Durand i. hidam et dim. virg.” . 3 : Ae (2 


3: The meaning, I think, is clear, though badly expressed, “alias ” 


i mingly, put for “ illas.” 
ee thus: The original return (see I.C.C.) ran: “De 
his v. hidis” (2.2. in “Campes”) tenet Normannus de Alberico dimidiam 
hidam.” The Domesday scribe read this hurriedly as implying tha 
Norman’s half hide was part of Aubrey’s estate here (two and a half 
hides), whereas it was reckoned and entered as a separate estate. 


20 Domesday Book. 
Folio Page 
i, 200 (a) 1. “In dominio ui. hide et dim.” for “In dominio 
ii, hidee et dim. virg.” * , : ; 5 : ; -enroy, 
i. 200 (b) 2. “tenet Radulf de Picot iii. virg.,” for “ tenet 
Radulf de Picot i. virg.”. : . ; P ; ee 
i, 196 (b) 2. “tenet Robertus vii. hidas et ii. virg. et dim.,” for 
“tenet Robertus vii. hidas et i. virg, et dim.” . : aay 
i, 200 (a) 1. “vii. homines Algari comitis,” for “vi homines 
Algari comitis” : : : ° : : Pain V3 


Comparing the omissions and errors, as a whole, in these 
two versions of the original returns, it may be said that the 
comparison is in favour of the Domesday Book . text, 
although, from the process of its compilation, it was far the 
most exposed to error. No one who has not analysed and 
collated such texts for himself can realise the extreme 
difficulty of avoiding occasional error. The abbreviations 
and the formule employed in these surveys are so many 
pitfalls for the transcriber, and the use of Roman numerals 
is almost fatal to accuracy. The-insertion or omission of 
an x”. ofan. “twas probably the cause of half the 
errors of which the Domesday scribes were guilty. Re- 
membering that they had, in Mr. Eyton’s words,*4 to per- 
form “a task, not of mere manual labour and imitative 
occuracy, but a task requiring intellect—intellect, clear, 
well-balanced, apprehensive, comprehensive, and trained 
withal,” we can really only wonder that they performed it 
so well as they did. 

Still, the fact remains that on a few pages of Domesday 
we have been able to detect a considerable number of 
inaccuracies and omissions, The Sacrosanct status of the 
Great Survey is thus gravely modified. I desire to lay 
stress on this fact, which is worthy of the labour it has 
cost to establish. For two important conclusions follow. 
Firstly, it is neither safe nor legitimate to make general 


* Proved by collation with I.C.C.‘and I. E., which agree with each 
other. 


*“ Notes on Domesday, p. 16. 


The Need for Caution mt 


inferences from a single entry in Domesday. All con- 
clusions as to the interpretation of its formule should be 
based on data sufficiently numerous to exclude the influence 
of error. Secondly, if we find that a rule of interpretation 
can be established in an overwhelming majority of the 
cases examined, we are justified, conversely, in claiming 
that the apparent exceptions may be. due to errors in the 
text. 

The first of these conclusions has a special bearing on 
the theories propounded by Mr. Pell with so much ingenuity 


‘and learning.® I have shown, in an essay criticising these 


theories,®*® that the case of Clifton, to which Mr. Pell attached 
so much importance,*” is nothing, in all probability, but one 
of Domesday’s blunders, of which I gave, in that essay, 
other instances. So, too, in the case of his own Manor of 
Wilburton, Mr. Pell accepted without question the reading, 
“ six ploughlands,” as representing the “primary return,” ** 
althongh that reading is only found in the most corrupt, 
of the three versions of the Jxgutstto Etensis, while the 
two better versions (B and C texts) agree with Domesday 
Book, and with the abbreviated return at the end of the 
A text itself (Tib A. VI. fo. 67, , 1), in giving the plough- 
lands as seven. Really it is nothing but waste of time to 
argue from a reading which is only found in one out of 
five MSS., and that one the most corrupt. 

_ This brings me to the existence and the value of duplicate 
entries in Domesday. Mr. Hamilton describes as “a 
curious reading” the words in the I.C.C., “sed soca rfe- 
manebat Harlestone.” Now it so happens that in this case 
we have five separate versions of the original entry: one 
in the LC.C., one in the I.E., and three in Domesday Book. 
Here they are side by side :— 


8 Domesday Studies, pp. 227-363, 561-619. 

364 Domesday Measures of Land” (Archeological Review, Sept., 
1889 ; iv. 130). 

37 Domesday Studies, 188, 354. 

38 “yj, earucis ibi est terra.” See Addenda. 


ioe A ase 
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126.6. Y er D.B. D.B. DB: 
(p. 46.) (p. 106.) (I. 200, a, 2.) (tb. in mar- (I. 191, a, 2.) 
Et potuit Potuit ree © Recedere gin.) Potuit re- 


iecedere quo cedere cum cum terra Vendere cedere sine 
voluit sed terrasuaabs- sua potuit, potuit, sed licentiaejus, 
soca reman- que ejus li- sed soca re- soca Abbati sed soca re- 
ebat Harle- centia, sed mansit zec- remansit. mansit Ab- 
stone. semper re- clesia, bati. 

mansitsocha 

ejus in ec- 

clesia sancte 

fede!’ = ut 

hund _ tes- 

tantur. 


The value of such collation as this ought to be self-evi- 
dent. It is not only that we thus find four out of five MSS. 
to be against the reading “ Harlestone” (which, indeed, to 
any one familiar with the survey is obviously a clerical 
error), but that here and elsewhere we are thus afforded 
what might almost be termed a bilingual inscription. We 
learn, for instance, that the Domesday scribe deemed it 
quite immaterial whether he wrote “recedere cum terra 
ejus,” or “vendere” or “recedere sine licentia? Conse- 
quently, these phrases were all identical in meaning. 

Considerable light is thrown by the LC.C. on the origin 
of these little known duplicate entries in Domesday. In 
every instance of their occurrence within the limits of its 
province they are due to a conflict of title recorded in the 
original return. They appear further to be confined to the 
estates of two landowners, Picot, the sherriff, and Hardwin 
d’Eschalers, the titles of both being frequently contested 
by the injured Abbot of Ely. Why the third local offender, 
Guy de Raimbercurt, does not similarly appear, it is difficult 
to say. He was the smallest offender of the three, and 
Picot the worst; but it is Hardwin’s name which occurs 


*° Compare the equivalent tenure recognised in William of Poitier’s 
charter to Bayonne :—“ Le wodstn qui voulait abandonner la cité sans 
esprit de retour avait le droit de vendre librement tout ce qu'il possédait 
maisons, prairies, vergers, moulins.” 


Duplicate Entries in Domesday 23 


most frequently in these duplicate entries.” The principle 
which guided the Domesday scribes cannot be certainly 
decided, for they duplicated entries in the original return - 
which (according to the I.C.C.) varied greatly in their 
statements of tenure. Thus, to take the first three :— 


T.€.C. 
fo. 79 (6) 1, “ Tenet Harduuinus 


I D.B. 
descalariis.” “ : 


I. 190 (8) 2, “Tenet Harduinu 
sub abbate.” 
I. 199 (a) 2, “ Tenet Harduinus.” 
fo. go (b) 2, ‘‘ Tenet Harduuinus I. 190 (0) 1, “Tenet Harduinus 
OR te | de Escalers de abbate.” 
I. 199 (a) 2. “ Tenet Harduinus.” 
199 (b)2, “Tenet Harduinus 
\ de abbate.” 
I. 199 (a) 2, “Tenet Harduinus.’ 
Here, whether the original return states. Hardwin to 
hold (1) of the abbot, (2) of the king, or (3) of neither, the 
scribes, in each of the three cases, enter the estates (4) 
-under the Abbot’s land, as held of the Abbot, (8) under 
Hardwin’s land, as held zm capite. And it is singular that 
in all these three cases the entry of the estate under the 
Abbot’s land is the fuller of the two. 


fo. g2 (a) 2, ‘‘ Tenet Harduuinus 
_, de vege 


4 We have three separate statements (of which more anon) of the 
aggressions of these three men on the Abbey’s lands. Taking the one 
printed on pp. 175-177 of Mr. Hamilton’s book, we find that of the 
twelve estates grasped by Hardwin, all but one or two can be identified 
as the subject of duplicate entries in Domesday. (A disputed hide and 
a half in “ Melrede,” though not mentioned in this list, is also entered in 
duplicate.) But neither of the estates seized by Guy de Raimbercurt is 
so entered in Domesday. The first two of those which Picot is accused 
of abstracting are entered in duplicate, but not the following ones. There 
is one instance of a duplicate entry of another character, relating to halt 
a virgate (D.B., i. 199, 4, 2, gives it erroneously as half a hide, but D.B., 
j. 190, 4, 1, rightly as half a virgate), which Picot, as sheriff had regained 
for the king against the “invading ” Aubrey. 

4: The I.E. adds “ sub abbate ely ” in each case, but is, from its nature, 
here open to suspicion. 

42 This is not always the case, At Whaddon, for instance, the entry 


, 7 eeare ere 
etry aD 
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On the whole it would appear that the domesday scribes 
did not consistently carry out a system of duplicate entry, 
though, on the other hand, these entries were by no means 
due to mere clerical inadvertence, but were prompted by a 
doubt as to the title, which led to the precaution of entering 
them under the names of both the claimants, 

‘But the chief point of interest in these same entries is 
that they give us, when we add the versions of the EGG 
and the LE., four parallel texts. At some of the results of 


their collation we will now glance. 


1.C3G. 
(fo. 92, b, 2.) 

Hanc terram 
tenuerunt iii. 
sochemanni 
homines ab- 
batis de ely. 
Non potuerunt 
vecedeve absque 


licentia ej us. 


(fo. 79, 8, 1.) 

ili. soche- 
Manni tenuer- 
unthanc terram 
T.R.E. Etnon 
potuerunt rece- 
deve sine licen- 
tia abbatis de 


ely. 


These extracts illustrate the use of 
dere, recedere, etc. 


below :— 


under Hardwin’s land is the fuller, 
case the /ater entry (i. 198, 3, I) 
est cum terra Hardwini ”) 


LE 
(p. 107) 
Hance terram 
tenuerunt iii. 
sochemanni sub 
predicto abbate 
ely. Non potu- 
erunt vendere 
tevvam ~ suam 
sine eius 
licentia. 


(p. 102.) 
Hancterram 


tenuerunt _ iii. 
sochemanni. 
T.R.E. de ab- 
bate ely. Non 
potuerunt vece- 
deve vel vendere 
sine —_ licentia 
abbatis ely, 


} is referred to (‘ 
in the earJier one (i, Ig 


D.B. 

(I. 190, 3, 2.) 

Hanc terram 
tenuerunt iil. 
sochemanni 
homines  ab- 
batis de ely. 
Non potuerunt 
dave nec ven- 


deve absque ejus 
licentia terram 
suam. 


(I. 190, b, 2.) 
Hanc terram 


tenuerunt iii, 


sochemanni, 
nec, potuerunt 
vecedeve sine 
licentiaabbatis. 


D.B. 
(I. 199; a, 2.) 
Hanc terram 
tenuerunt iii 
sochemanni. 
Vendere non 
potuerunt, 


(I. 199; 4, 2.) 
Hanc terram 
tenuerunt iii, 
sochemanni 
abbatis de ely. 
Non potuerunt 
vendere, 


the terms dare, ven- 
They are supplemented by those given 


It is noteworthy also that in this 


Heec terra appreciata 
Ty @y2))s 


The Value of Collation 


i On Oe 
76 (a) 1. 
Potuit dare sine 
licentia domini sui 
terram suam 
76 (bd) 2, 
Absque eius 


licentia dare terram 
suam potuerunt, sed 
socham eorum habuit 


archiepiscopus. 
76 (b) 23 
Potuit dare cui 
yoluit. 
77 (0) 2. 
Potuerunt recedere 


cum terra ad quem 
dominum voluerunt. 


TCC. 
78 (a) I. 
Potuerunt recedere 
cum terra sua absque 
licentia domini sui. 


go (4) 2. 
Non potuerunt 
recedere sine licentia 


abbatis. 


48 This same change 
(pp: 4, 5). 


D.B. 
I. 196 (d) 1. 
TYerram suam 
tamen dare et ven- 
dere potuit. 


I. 199. - (4) 2. 
Sine ejus licentiat 
poterant recedere et 
terram suam dare 
vel vendere, sed soca 
remansit Archi- 
episcopo. 


I. 196 (0) 1. 
Potuit absque® 
ejus licentia recedere. 


I, 195 (0) i. 
Potuerunt receder 


sine licentia eorum, 


D.B. 
I, 190 (5) 1. 
Dare et vendere 
potuerunt. 


I. 190 (0b) 2. 

Non _ Potuerunt 
recedere sine ejus 
licentia. 


I. 200 (a) 2. 
Non _ potuerunt 
vendere sine ejus 
licentia. 


25 
LE. 
p. Iol. 
Potuerunt dare 


vel vendere terram 
suam. Saca remansit 
abbati. 


p. 102. 

Non __ potuerunt 
recedere vel vendere 
absque eius licentia. 


of phrase is repeated four times on two pages 
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105 (a) 2 
Potuerunt dare et 
vendere sine soca. 


113 (b) t. 
Potuerunt recedere 
sine soca. 


No one can glance at these 
that dere, vendere, and recedere are all 
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I. 200 (a) 1. 
Terras suas ven- 
derepotuerunt. Soca 
de viii. sochemannis 
remansit in abbatia 
de ely. 


201 (a) I. 
Terram suam 
vendere potuerunt. 
Soca vero remansit 
abbati. 


used, and that even any two of them 
the conjunction “et” or the disjunction 


are identical with any one. 
almost any number of instances in point. 


p. 10g. 

Potuerunt — dare 
vel vendere cui 
voluerunt, sed saca 
corum remansit 
eidem abbati. 


p. 112. 
Potuerunt dare 
preter licentiam 


abbatis et sine soca. 


passages without perceiving 


interchangeably 


(whether they have 
vel” between them) 
It would be possible to collect 


Further, the 


insertion or omission of the phrase “sine” (or “ absque”) 


“ejus licentia ” 


is immaterial, it being understood where 
not expressed. So too with the words “cuj 


voluit.” In 


short, like the translators to whom we owe the Authorized 


Version, the Domesday 
the use of synonym an 


scribes appear to have revelled in 
d_ paraphrase.“ 


Our own concep- 


tions of the sacredness of a text and of the need for verbal 
accuracy were evidently foreign to their minds. 


Glancing for a moment at another county, 


we have in 


the Survey of Leicestershire a remarkable instance of a 


whole fief being entered twice over. 


Hostiarius :— 


Robertus hostiarius tenet de 
tere in Howes. 
In dominio 


rege il, “car. 
Terra est iii. carucis. 


*4 So, for instance :— 
“de appulatione navis ” (I.C.C.) = 
“ferarum siluaticarum ” GEG 


terrae, 


It is that of Robert 


Robertus filus W. hostiari. 


tenet de rege in Howes ii. cari 
Ibi 


habet i. car, in 


“de theloneo retis ” (D.B.). 
“bestiarum siluaticarum ” (D.B.). 


“silua ad sepes refici.” (I.C.C.)=“ne musad claud. sepes” (D,B.) 


Alteration of the Wording =) 


est i. caruca et iii. 
villani cum i. 
Me Cabs es 


servi, et viii. 
bordario habent 


dominio et iii. serv[os] et viii. 
villani cumi. bordario habentes 
Wi@are es 


Idem [Turstinus] tenet de R. 
iiij. car. terree.in Clachestone. 
Terra est li. caruca. Has habent 
ibi ili. sochemanni cum ii. villanis 
et ii. bordariis. Ibi viii. acre 
prati. Valuit et valet x. solidos. 


Idem Turstinus tenet de 
Roberto in Clachestone iii. car. 
terrze et Tetbald[us] ii. car. terree. 
Ibi estin dominio i. caruca et iii. 
sochemanni et v. villani et ill. 
(sic) bordarii cum iii. carucis et 
i. servo. Ibi xiii. acre prati. 
Valuit et valet totum xx. solidos. 
Has terras tenuerunt T.R.E 
Outi et Arnui cum saca et soca. 


Tetbald[us] tenet de Roberto 
ii. car. terre in Clachestone. In 
dominio est i. caruca cum i. servo 
et iii. villani cum i. bordario 
habent i. car. Ibi vi. acre prati. 
Valuit et valet x. solidos. 


Here the last two entries (both relating to Claxton) have 
been boldly thrown into one in the second version, which 
also (though omitting the number of ploughlands) gives 
additional information in the name of Robert’s father, and 
in those of his predecessors T.R.E. This is thus an excel- 
‘lent illustration of the liberty allowed themselves by the 
compilers of Domesday. 

An instance on a smaller scale is found in ie Survey of 
Cambridgeshire, where we read on opposite pages :— 


In Witelesfeld hund’. In his- 
tetone jacet Wara de i. hida et 
dimidia de M. Cestreforde et 
est in Exsesse appreciata, hanc 
terram tenuit Algarus comes (i. 
189 b). 


In Witelesf h’d. In histetune 
jac’ Wara de hida et dimidia de 
Cestres’ man. et est appreciata 
in Exexe. Algar comes tenuit 


(i. 190). : 


The second entry has been deleted as a duplicate, but it 
serves to show us that the scribes, even when free from 


error, were no mere copyists.” 


46 Compare the I.C.C. version on p. 116, 7n/ra. 
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III. “Soca” anp « THEINLAND.” 


The extracts I have given above establish beyond a doubt 
the existence among the “sochemanni” of two kinds of 
tenure. We have (1) those who were free to part with 
(vendere) and leave (recedere) their land, (2) those who were 
not, ze who could not do so without the abbot’s licence. 
This distinction is reproduced in two terms which | will 
now examine. : 

In the /ugutsttio Eliens¢s and the documents connected 
with it there is much mention of the « thegnlands” of 
the Abbey. These lands are specially distinguished from 
“sokeland” (erra de soca). Both, of course, are distinct 
from the “dominium.” Thus in one of the Conqueror’s 
writs we read :— 


Restituantur ecclesia: terrze que in dominio suo erant die obitus 
Aiduardi. .. . Qui autem tenent theinlandes que procul dubio 
debent teneri de ecclesia faciant concordiam cum abbate quam 


meliorem poterint, ., . Hoc quoque de tenentibus socayy et 
sacam fiat,“ 


Now this distinction between “ thegnland” and « soke- 
land” will be found to fit in exactly with the difference in 
tenure we have examined above. Here is an instance from 


the “breve abbatis” in the record of Guy de Raimbecurt’s 
aggressions :— 


In melreda ii. hidas et dim. virg. 

In meldeburne ii. hidas et dim.“ et dim. virg. 

Hoe est iii. hidas et iii. virg. Ex his sunt i. virg. et dim. thain- 
lande et iii, hidas et dim, de soca 


On reference to the two Manors in question, there is, at 
first sight, nothing in the LCC, the LE., of Domesday to 
distinguish the « thegnland ” from the « sokeland.” Of the 


“© Ing. Com. Cant., pp. XViii., xix, 


“ “Et dimidiam” [hidam] is omitted in B, and (oddly enough) in 
Domesday itself. 


“All three MSS. er; here, as the reading should clearly be “ dim. vitg.” 
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first holding we read that it had been held T.R.E. by 10 
sochemaunt “de soca S. Edelride”; of the second, that it 
was held by “ viii. sochemannz. . . homines abbatis de 
Ely.” But closer examination of the I.C.C. reveals, in the 
former case, this distinction :— 


De his ii. hidis et dimidia virga tenuit i. istorum unam virgam et 
dimidiam. Non potuit dare nec vendere absque licentia abbats. 
Sed alii novem potuerunt recedere et vendere cui voluerunt. * 


Here then we identify the virgate and a half of “thein- 
land ”—though held by a sochemannus—and this same dis- 
‘tinction of tenure proves to be the key throughout. Thus, 
for instance, in the same document “ Herchenger pistor” 
is recorded to have seized “in Hardwic i. hidam ¢haznlande 
et dim. hidam et vi. acras de soca” (p. 177). Reference to 
the I.C.C., D.B., and the I.E reveals that the former holding 
had belonged to “v. sochemanni homines abbatis de ely,” 
and that “isti non potuerunt dare neque vendere alicui 
extra ecclesiam S. Edeldride ely.” But the latter holding 
had belonged to a sochemannus, of whom it is said—“ homo 
abbatis de ely fuit: potuit recedere, sed socam ejus abbas 
habuit.” 

This enables us to understand the distinctions found in 
the summaries appended to the Cambridgeshire portion 
of the LE., and recorded in the Breve Abdatis. Indeed 
they confirm the above distinction, for the formula they 
apply to holders “de soca abbatie ely” is: “illi qui hanc 


7b. 65, This distinction between the one and the nine, but not the 
size of the holding, is preserved in D.B.; while the I.E., though pre- 
serving it, gives the numbers as two and eight. 

0 This isthe I.E. and D.B.version. For “extra ecclesiam,” the I.C.C. 
substitutes “sine ejus [abbatis] licentia.” 

“Soca remansit abbati” is the D.B. and I.E. version. It should be 
noted that the I.E. and Breve Addbatis give “herchenger pistor” as the 
despoiler, while the I.C.C. and D.B. record him only as a “miles” of 
Picot the sheriff. This is a case which certainly suggests special local 
knowledge in the compiler of the former documents, who also gives the 


sokeman’s name—Siward. 
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terram tenuerunt de soca T.R.E. vendere potuerunt, sed 
saca et soca et commendatio et servitium semper remane- 
bat ecclesia de ely.” 

These terms are valuable for their definition of rights. 
Over the holder of land “de soco” the lord had (1) “saca 
et soca,” (2) “ commendatio et (3) servitium.” If the land 
was thegnland then the Abbot received “omnem consue- 
tudinem” as well.” We will first deal with the latter 
class, those from whom the Abbot received « consuetudo,” 
and then those who held “ de soca.’ 

For contemporary (indeed, slightly earlier) evidence, we 
must turn to the Ely placttum of 1072—1075. The special 
value which this A/acdtwm possesses is found in its record of 
the services dne from Sochemanni, and even from freemen. 
It thus helps to interpret the bald figures of Domesday, to 
which it is actually anterior. The first two instances it 
affords are these :— 


In breuessan tenet isdem W. terram Elfrici supradicte consue- 
tudinis. In brucge tenet ipse W. terram etfled ejusdem modi. 


The consuetudo referred to was this fess 


Ita proprie sunt abbati ut quotienscunque preceperit. prepositus 
monasterii ire et omnem rei emendationem persolvere. Et si quid 
de suo yoluerint venundare, a Preposito prius licentiam debent 
accipere, 


The corresponding entries in the LE. run thus :— 


“In Brugge una libera femina commend’ S. “Edel. de Ixxx. ac. 
pro manerio. 

In Beuresham ten[uit] A€lfricus i. liber homo commed’ §, 
“Edel. Ix. acras pro manerio ” (p. 165). 


“Thus “In Branmmeswelle . - . xx, liberi homines unde abbas 
habuit sacam et socam et commendatio ‘ed omnes consuetudines . . , 
In eadem villa iii, liberi homines* unde abbas habuit sacam et socam et 
coimendationem” (p, 161). 

8 Ing. Com. Cant., 192-5. See paper on it, zz/ra, 

*' “Tn soca et commdantione abbatis de eli” (D.B., ii. 441). 

* ** Commend’ abbati” (D.B., ii 3872). 


Sokemen and thecr Service 31 


Thus we obtain direct evidence of the services due from 
commended freemen owing “consuetudines.” Turning now 
to those of sochemanni, we have this important passage :— 


Willelmus de Warena tenet quadraginta quinque socamans in 
predicta felteuuella qui quotiens abbas preceperit in anno arabunt 
suam terram, colligent et purgabunt segetes, adducent et mittent in 
horrea, portabunt victum monachorum ad monasterium, et 
quotiens eorum equos voluerit, et ubicunque sibi placuerit, totiens 
habebit, et ubicunque forsfecerint abbas forsfacturam habebit, et de 
illis similiter qui in eorum terram forsfecerint. 

Item Willelmus de uuarenna tenet triginta tres socamans, istius 
-consuetudinis in Nortuuolda. 

Item W. tenet quinque socamans istius modi in Muddaforda. 

Supradictus Walterus et cum eo Durandus, homines hugonis de 
monte forti, tenent xxvi. socamans supradicte consuetudinis in 
Maraham. 


Collating as before from the LE. the relative entries, we 
find them run this :— 


Felteuuelle . . . MHuic manerio adjacebant T.R.E  xxxiiii. 
hemines cum omni consuetudine, et alii vii. erant liberi homines,® 
qui poterant vendere terras, sed soca et commendatio remansit S. 
fBdel. (p. 132). 

- In felteuuella tenet W. de uuarenna xli.sochemannos . . . Super 
hos omnes habebat S. A‘del. socam et commendationem et omnem 
consuetudinem. Ilorum vii. liberi erant cum terris suis, sed soca 
et commendatio remanebat S. Atdel. (p. 139). 

IIII. sochemanni adjacent (sic) huic manerio [felteuuella] T.R.E. 

Et modo habet eos W. de Warenna (p. 138). 

Nortuualde . . . Huic manerio adjacebant T.R.E.. xxx. 
sochemanni cum omni consuetudine. [Et alii iiii. liberi homines 
qui poterant vendere terras, sed saca et commendatio remanebat 
Scs/idel. (p. 132). 

In Nortuualde S. Atdel. xxxiiii. sochem[annos].. . . S. Adel. 
[habuit] socam et commendationem et omnem consuetudinem de 
illis xxx. tantum; et iiii. erant liberi homines, socam et sacam et 
commendationem [super hos] S. Avdel. habebat* (p. 139). 


5 “Soca et commendatione tantum” (D.B.) 
56 “iii, liberi homines soca et commendatione tantum” (D.B.), 
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Mundeforde . . . Huic manerio adjacebant T.R.E. septein 
sochemanni cum omni consuetudine (Di -132), 

In Mundeforde S. A%del. vii. sochemannos cum omni consuetu- 
dine (p. 139). 

Huic manerio [Mareham] T.R.E. adjacebant viginti vii. soche- 
manni cum omni consuetudine, sed postquam Rex W. advenit, 
habuit eos hugo de Munfort preter unum (p. 130). 

[Terre hugo de Munford.] In mareham xxvi. sochemanni quos 
tenet sic] S, Atdel. T-RES?,  ofiane tenant receperunt °8 
pro escangio, et mensurata est in breyi S, Aldel. (p. 137). 


Here then we identify these four cases: Feltwell, with its 
41 sochemann?t (more accurately described as 34s. and 7 
liberi homznes) attached to one Manor and four to another 
—45 in all; Northwold, with its 33 or. 34; Muddiford with 
5 or 7; and Marham with its 26, 


The three former Manors lay in the Hundred of 
Grimeshoe, the fourth northwards, towards the Wash. Just 
to the south of the three Manors, over the borders of Suf- 
folk, lay Brandon, whete Lisois de Moustiers had usurped 
the rights of Ely over six sochemannt, 


In Lakincgeheda et in Brandona vi. sochemanni S. Aldel. ita quod 
non potuerunt vendere terras liberati liseie antecessori eudo[nis] 
dapifferi] . . . Post eum tenuit eos eudo et tenet cum saca et 


soca (p. 142). 


The record of the placttum, drawn up during the tenure 
of Lisois, shows us their limited services: “Isti solummodo 
arabant et c’terent (ste) messes ejusdem loci quotienscunque 
abbas praceperit.” The difference between these services 
and the others we have seen recorded is considerable. 

Yet another group of sokemen on Suffolk Manors 
rendered these services :— 


Ita proprie sunt abbati ut quotienscunque ipse preceperit in anno 
arabunt suam terram, purgabunt et colligent segetes, portabunt victum 
monachorum ad monasterium, equos eorum in suis necessitatibus 

7 “T.R.E. ad socham” (D.B.). 58 Recep’ ” (D.B., ii, 238), 
The Breve Abbatis records 34. © Fbid., 7, 


uJ 
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habebit [abbas], et ubicunque deliquerint emendationem habebit 
semper et de omnibus illis qui in terris eorum deliquerint. 


This is practically the same definition as we had for the 
other group, and suggests that it was of wide prevalence 
A notable contrast is afforded by the entry: “In villa que 
vocatur Blot tenet ipse R. iiii. homines qui tantum debent 
servire abbati cum propriis equis in omnibus necessitatibu: 
suis.” 

We have now examined the consuetudines due from 
those “qui vendere non potuerunt,” and may turn to the 
rights exercised over the other class. Excluding “ser- 
vitium” (which is usually omitted as subordinate or com- 
prised in the others), these are: (1) “commendatio” (2) 
“saca et soca.” The distinction between the two meets us 
throughout the survey of the eastern counties. A man 
might be “commended” to one lord while another held his 
soca. Thus we read of Eadwine, a “man” of the Abbot 
of Ely :—“ Potuit dare absque eius licentia, sed socam comes 
Algarus habuit.”*! That is to say, he was “ commended to 
the Abbot of Ely,” but Earl A®lfgar had the right of “sac 
and soc” over him.” 

So too in the case of three “liberi homines,” commended 
to the Abbot in Norfolk. He had no right. over them, but 
such as commendation conferred “non habebat nisi com- 
mendationem,” while their “soca” belonged to the King’s 
Manor of Keninghall. Conversely, the Abbot of Ely had 
the “soca” of a “man” of Earl Waltheof,“ and a “man” 


% J.C.C., fo. 110 (6) 1. Cf. D.B., I. 199 (a) 2, and LE., p. 110. 

2 Socam comes Algarus habuit”=“soca remansit comiti Algaro.” 
See, for instance, the similar case in which a “man” of Earl Walthec! 
“terram suam dare vel vendere potuit, sed abbas de Rameseia socam 
habuit” (I.C.C., fo. 112, 4, 2), where D.B. has :—“dare potuit, sed soca 
remansit abbati de Ramesy” (i. 202, 4, 1). 


® “Ft in eadem villa iii. liberi homines . . . de quibus abbas non 


habebat nisi commendationem: soca in kanincghala regis.” 
8 “ Tanc terram tenuit godmundus homo comitis Waltevi; soca vero 


remansit abbati ely ” (p. 115). 
B. H. D 
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of John, Waleran’s nephew.*® “Commendatio,” of course, 
took precedence as a right. Thus we read of the above 
three “liberi homines,”—“ Hos liberos homines tenet [tenuit] 
Ratfridus, postea W. de Scodies, et abbas saisivit eos propter 
commendationem suam ” (p. 133). 

In the above extracts we saw “liberi homines qui vendere 
poterant” distinguished from ‘“Sochemanni,” who could 
not sell. But we also saw that the two classes were not 
always carefully distinguished. We find, moreover, that 
the “liberi homines” were themselves, sometimes, “not free 
to sell.” Thus “tenuit anant unus liber homo sub S. Adel. 
T.R.E. pro manerio ii. carucatas terree sed non potuit ven- 
dere” (p. 142). Some light may be thrown on this by the 
case of the estate held by Godmund, an abbot’s brother -— 

Totam terram quam tenebat Gudmundus in dominio, id est 
Nectuna, sic tenebat T.R.E. de S. Aidel. quod nullo modo poterat 
vendere, nec dare; sed post mortem suam debebat manerium 
redire in dominio ecclesie; quia tali pacto tenuit Gudmundus d 
Abbate (p. 144). 
With this we may compare these entries :— 


In Cloptuna . . . ASdmundus commendatus S. Atdel. 
unam carucatam . . . quam non. potuit vendere nec dare 
(p. 150). 


In Brandestuna A*dmundus presbyter terram quam accepit cum 

femina sua dedit S. Aldel. concedente femina T.R.E. ea conyentione 
quod non posset eam dare nec vendere. Similiter de Clopetona ” 
(Pp. 152). ; 
In these cases the holder had only a life interest. Exactly 
parallel with the second is the case of “ Eadward,” citizen 
of London, who gave lands to St. Paul’s, reserving a life 
interest for himself and his wife,—*“ et mortua illa Sanctus 
Paulus hereditare debuit.” © 

The above commendation of Edmund. the priest ought 
to be compared with that of “unus liber homo S. Aidel. 

* “Unum liberum hominem unde abbas habet sacam et socam 
tantum” (p. 140). 

Domesday Studies, p. 556. 
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commendatus z%a gwod non poterat vendere terram suam 
sine licentia abbatis,’ and of “i. liber homo S. fEdel. com- 
_mendatus za guod non poterat vendere terram suam extra 
ecclesiam (sed sacam et socam_ habuit stigandus in 
hersham”). Thus both those who were free to sell and 
those who were not, might belong to the class of “liberi 


homines.” The essential distinction was one, not of status, 
but of tenure. 


IV. THE DOMESDAY CARUCA. 


Yet more definite and striking, however, is the informa- 
_tion on the Domesday caruca afforded by collating D.B. with 
the 1C.C. I referred at the Domesday Commemoration 
(1886) to the problem raised by the caruca,® and recorded 
my belief that zx Domesday the word must always mean a 
plough team of ezght oxen. The eight oxen, as Mr Seebohm 
has shown, are the key to the whole system of the carcucate 
and the bovate. In Domesday, as I argued,, the Jormula 
employed involves of necessity the conclusion that the caruca 
was a fixed quantity. Such entries, moreover, as “terra i. 
bovi,” “terra ad iii. boves,” etc., can only be explained on 
the hypothesis that the relation of the dos to the caruca was 
constant. But as the question is one of undoubted perplex- 
ity, and as some, like Mr. Pell, have strenuously denied that 
the number of oxen in the Domesday caruca was fixed,” the 
evidence given below is as welcome as 1t is conclusive :— 


iN oo 12D: 

fo, 96 (a) 2: “ Dimidiz caruce I. 202 (a) 2: “Terra est. iii, 
est ibi terra,” bobus.” 

fo. 103 (a) 2: “iil. bobus est I. 190(a)1: “Terra est dimidize 
terra ibi,” caruce,” 

fo. 103 () 2: “Dimidiz caruce I. 196 (4) 2: “Terra est iii. 
est 1bi [terra |.” bobus.” 

fo, 112 (6) 1: “iii. bobus est I. 201 (a) 1: “Terra est dimidize 
ibi terra.” caruce,” 

tng. El. pp, 140, 141. ° Domesday Studies, p. 209. 


8 Domesday Studies, p. 187. 
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fo. 112 (4) 2: “iii, bobus est I. 202 (2) 1: “Terra est itif, 
ibi terra. Et ibi bobus, et ibi 
Sunt. Pratum sunt, et pratum 
dimidiz caruce.” Ipsis bobus.” 


It is absolutely certain from these entries that the scribes 
must have deemed it quite immaterial whether they wrote 
“dimidia caruca” or “ iiji. boves”; as immaterial as it 
would he to us whether we wrote « half a sovereign” or 
“ten shillings.” “It~is, consequently, as absolutely certain 
that the Domesday caruca was composed of eight oxen as 
that our own Sovereign is composed of twenty shillings, 
And from this conclusion there is no escape.” 

Another point in connection with the caruca on which 
the I.C.C. gives us the light we need is this :— 


ECOG D.B. 
fo. 102 (a) 2. * ii, carrucis ibi I. 200 (2) 1. “ Terra est iii. 
est terra. Non sunt carruce nisi carucis. Sed hon sunt ibi nis; 
sex boves,” boves.” 


Here the Domesday text is utterly misleading as it stands. 


But the LCC. by supplying the omitted « Sex,” gives us at 
once the right sense, 


V. THE DOMESDAY HIDE, 


Similar to its evidence on the Domesday « plough” is 
that which the LC.C. affords as to the hide and virgate. In 
my criticism of Mr, Pell’s learned Paper, I strenuously 


that the Domesday “ virgate” was essentially and always 
the quarter of the geldable “hide.” The following Parallel 
Passages will amply prove the fact _— 


It is essential to bear in mind that the Domesday scribes had nothing 
to guide them but the bare words of the return, so that if they thus 
equated these expressions, they can only have done so because the tule 
was of universal application. 

™ Archeological Review, vol. i., p, 286, 


Four Virgates in the Hide eae 


Ae 
fo. 102 (a) 1: i, hidam et 
dimidiam et unam virgam. 
fo, 102 (a) 1: dimidiam 
hid m et dimidiam virg’. 
fo. 103 (a) 1: dimidiam 
{ hidam et dimidiam <irg’. 
pein. <rox (6) 4iz.1.. hida—et 
dimidia et dimidia virg’. 
fov103 (6). 2: 7. ~hida ‘et 
| dimidia et i. virg’. 
| fo. 106 (4) 2: iii, hide et 
{ dimidia et una virg’. 
i 
a 


fo. 112 (a) 2: xi. hide 1. . 


virg’ minus. 


D.B. 
i, hidam et ili, virgatas terre. 
—i. 194 (a) 2. 
~ ii, virg’ et dimidiam—i. 194 
(a) 2. 
ii.a8 irg’ et dimidiam—i. 198 
(a) 2. 


i. hida et ii. virg’ et dimidia— 
i, 190. (2) 2. 

i. hida et iii. virg’—i. 198 (0) 
i 

iv. hidz et ili. virg’—i. 200 
(6) 1. 

x. hide et iii. virg—i. 192 (4) 
I. 


These are only some of the passages of direct glossarial 
value.” Indirectly, that is to say by analysis of the town- 
ship assessments, we obtain the same result throughout 
the survey fassim.”® Here, again, we are able to assert that 
two virgates must have been to the scribes as obviously 
equivalent to half a hide as ten shillings with us are equiva- 
lent to half a sovereign. For here, again, the point is that 
these scribes had no knowledge of the varying circum 
stances of each locality. They had nothing to guide them 
but the return itself, so that the rule, in Domesday, of 
“four virgates to a hide” must have been of universal 
application. 

But not only were there thus, in Domesday, four virgates 
to a hide; there were also in the Domesday virgate thirty 
Domesday acres. Mr. Eyton, though perhaps unrivalled 
in the study he has bestowed on the subject, believed that 


there were only twelve such acres, of which, therefore, 


forty-eight composed the Domesday hide.” It is, perhaps, 
the most important information to be derived from the 

7% Compare also the Exon. Domesday, where “Stoches,” which is 
entercd “pro. ii. virgatis et dim.” appears in D.B. as dim. hida et 
dim. virga.” 


78 See below, and ante, p. 17, note. 4 Key to Domesday, p. 14. 
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LCC. that a hundred and twenty Domesday acres composed 
the domesday hide.” 


We have the following direct statements -— 


LB GAO D.B. 
fo. 105 (4) 2: “una virg’ et x. i. 202 (4) 1: “In dominio 
acre in dominio.” dimidia hida xx. acras minus.” 
fo. iii, (a) 1 : “tenet Rogerus i. 193 (4) 1: “tenet comes ii. 
comes Xx. acras,” partes unius virg’.” 


If 20 acres were identical with two-thirds of a virgate, 
there must, in a whole virgate, have been thirty acres; and 
if a virgate, plus 10 acres, was equivalent to half a hide 
minus 20 acres, we have again a virgate of thirty, and a 
hide of 120 acres, But the conclusion I uphold wiil be 
found to rest on no isolated facts, It is based on a careful 
analysis of the Jngudsttio throughout. Here are some 
striking examples :— 


fo. 92 (4) i. “ Belesham pro x. hidis se defendit.” 


x H. V. A. 
Abbot of Ely ; XG ro) fo) 
Hardwin , : : 80 
Alar? {ens : : 40 
Io Oo fe) 


fo. 99 (4) 1: “tenet hardeuuinus de sca]’ 


vi. hidas et i. virgam et 
vii. acras de rege.” 


FI. V A. 
Ely Abbey. ‘ . 24 ° 9 
7 Sokemen : . 13 ° 6 
3 Sokemen _ 4 fe) fe) 
siyAtist Wael SS : . 4 fe) OTs Reo 
2 Sokemen , I 7 
5 Sokemen ¥ 34 re) 
6 I 7 


® It is to this evidence that Im 
(p. 225). Similar evidence as to the 
Ing. El. (Ed. Hamilton, pp. 156, 
c[arucata].” 


ade allusion in Domesday Studies 
Domesday carucate is found in the 
178) where “Ix. acre” equate “dim. 
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fo. 79 (a) 2: “Suafham pro x. hidis se defendit.” 


: H. Vv. A. 
Hugh de Bolebec . eeayis3 fe) sie) 
Geoffrey . ; E mgd 3 a0 
Aubrey de Ver : ot ace fo) 20 

igo) ie) ie) 


fo. go (a) “choeie et stoua pro x. hidis se defenderunt.” 


i, V. A. 
Odo 5 I ° fe) 
Reginald a | fe) 20 76 
Picot (1) ‘ : o8 Zz fe) 
Picot (2) 44 ° 10 

10 ° fe) 


fo. 96 (a) 2: “ Pampeswrda pro v. hidis et xxii. acris se defendt. 


H V. A 

Abbot of Ely . F 32 34 fe) 
Two Knights . ; Pe Q 22 
Ralf “de scannis ” 3 fe) 
Hardwin ; : : 10 
Pieot ~ . é ; y 5 
Hardwin- ; : ‘ 4m ° 
A priest . . ° 4 fe) 
5 ° 22 


76}).B. erroneously reads “xxx.” (30) by the insertion of an “x” too 
many. The I.C.C. correctly reads “xx.” (20), its accuracy here being 
proved by the above arithmetic. Thus the I.C.C. corrects a reading 
which (1) would, but for it, appear fatal to the belief that 30 acres=a 
virgate; (2) would upset the above arithmetic. This ought to be clearly 
grasped, because it well ‘Iustrates the element of clerical error, and shows 
how apparent discrepancies in our rule may be due to a faulty text alone. 

77 Here, as in the preceding instance, Domesday is in-error, reading 
“one virgate” (“1 virgata ») where the I.C.C. correctly gives us half a 
virgate (“dimidiam virgam »), The remarks in the preceding note apply. 


equally here. 


eo. se 
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fo. 107 (a) a: « Barentona pro x. hidis se defendit.” 

Ei V. A. 

Robert Gernon . meee 135 fo) 

Chatteris Abbey . Raw: re) fe) 

Ralf . B ; ; 20 

Walter fitz Aubrey . 25 AG 

Picot ° ‘ ° ° 4 [e] 

fo) ° ° 


fo. 108 (a) 2: “ Oreuuella pro. iii. hidis se defendit,” 


H. Vi A. 
Earl Roger : ‘ A seped _ m4 fe) 
Durand , ; ; - ; 34 fe) 
o Sigar = : : F : 14 fe) 
Picot i 5 : 5 : 3+ 5 
Walter fitz Aubrey : I ° 
Robert. : P : ; I ° 
Ralf “de bans” . ; : 3 of 
Chatteris Abbey ‘ : : t ov? 
4 fe) fo) 


This last example is, perhaps, the most remarkable of alj 
in the accuracy with which the virgates and their frac- 
tions, by the help of the five acres, combine to give us the 
required total. 

But, it may be asked, how far does the Juguisitio, as a 
whole, confirm this conclusion? In order to reply to this 
enquiry, I have analysed every one of the Manors it con- 
tains. The result of that analysis has been that of the 
ninety-four townships which the fragment includes (not 
counting “Matingeleia,” of which the account is imperfect) 
there are only fifteen cases in which my calculation 


"8 Here, again, Domesday is in error, reading ¢wo and a half virgates, 
where the I.C.C. has one and a half. 

” These two entries are by a blunder in the I.C.C. (see above, p. 12) 
erroneously rolled into one (of 3 virgate). In this case it is Domesday 
Book which corrects the 1.C.C,, and preserves for us the right version, 
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does not hold good, that is to say, in which the consti- 
tuents as given do not equal the total assessment when 
we add them up on the above hypothesis of thirty acres to 
the virgate, and four virgates to the hide. This number, 
however, would be considerably larger if we had to work 
only from D.B., or only from the I.C.C. But as each of 
these, in several cases, corrects the errors of the other, the 
total of apparent exceptions is thus reduced. Hence I 
contend that if we could only get areally perfect return, 
the remaining apparent exceptions would largely disappear. 

In some of these exceptions the discrepancy is trifling. 
Thus, at Triplow, we have two acres in excess of the 8 
hide assessment—a discrepancy of z$. At “Burch and 
Weslai” we have a deficit of 5 acres on 10 hides, that is 
wiz. At “Scelforda” the figures of D.B. gives us an excess 
of 7 acres on the 20 hide assessment, that is g75y. The 
I.C.C. figures make the excess to be 12 acres. 

Another class of exceptions is accounted for by the ten- 
dency of both texts, as we have seen, to enter a virgate too 
much or too little, and to confuse virgates with their frac- 
tions. Thus at “Litlingetona” our figures give us a virgate 
in excess of the assessment, while at “Bercheham”® and 
again at “Witlesforde” we have a virgate short of the 
amount. At “Herlestona” we have, similarly, half a 
virgate too much, and “Kingestona” half a virgate (15 
acres) too little. Lastly, at “Wicheham,” the aggregate 
of the figures is a quarter of a virgate short of the amount. 

A third class of these exceptions is due to the frequent 
omission in the I.C.C. of estates belonging to the king. 
Thus at Wilbraham it records an assessment of ten hides 
represented only by two estates of four hides apiece. But 
on turning to Domesday (i. 1890) we read :—“ Wilborham 
dominica villa regis est. Ibi ii. hide.” The missing factor 
is thus supplied, and the apparent discrepancy disposed of. 


® The I.C.C., which is very corrupt in its account of this township, 
gives us a deficiency of 1 hide 0} virgates. 


ye tL i ae, eT ee h Si oa Zh) = ff -- 
r 5 Lo . Se, ee NE 
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So, too, at “Haslingefelda” (Haslingfield), where the LC.C. 
accounts only for twelve hides and three virgates out of an 
assessment of twenty hides. Domesday here, again, supplies 
the missing factor in a royal Manor of seven hides and a 
virgate. We thus obtain, instead of an exception, a fresh 
illustration of our rule. 


Haslingfield. 
is V. A. 
Rex) 5 : ° é wet I 
Picot . ; é = 5 tnt 3 
Count Alan . ese: 4 
The same ; 4 - 4 
Geoffrey de Mandeville. Patt. 
Guy de Remberdcurt I T 3 
Count Alan , ‘ : : 12 
20 oO » Oo 


Domesday omits altogether, so far as I can find, the 
holding of Guy, an omission which would upset the whole 
calculation. But, in the case of Isleham, the apparent 
exception is due to the LC.C., not to Domesday Book. Its 
assessment, in that document, is given as four hides. But 
the aggregate of its Manors, as there recorded, give us an 
assessment of three hides p/us eighty acres. Here any one 
who was rash enough to argue from a single instance (as Mr. 
Eyton and Mr. Pell were too apt to do) might jump at the 
conclusion that the hide must here have been of eighty acres. 
Yet Domesday enables us to collect all the constituents of 
the “Vill,” among them the king’s estate, here again 
omitted. The real figures, therefore, were these :— 


i: Vv A. D.B, 


The King . : : oro fe) 40 i. 189d. 
Bishop of Rochester pee fe) 20 1. 190 8. 
Fugh-de: Pott=2: : were fe) 20 1. I99 a. 
Earl Alan ; : ‘ 40 i, 195 b. 


IQ 9 fe) 
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Isleham, then, was a normal ten-hide township, and con- 
firms, instead of rebutting, the rule that the geldable hide 
contained 120 acres.® 
The remaining exceptions are “Sommfer]tona” partly 
explained by the omission of terra Regis, “ Bathburgeham ” 
(Babraham) with 21 acres short on an assessment of seven 
hides, and Carlton, which fitly closes the list of these ex- 
ceptions. For here, on an assessment of ten hides, we 
have, according to the I.C.C., 27 acres short, but, according 
to D.B, 53} (27+20+61). A demonstrable blunder in 
Domesday Book and a discrepancy between it and the I.C.C. 
_are responsible, together, for the difference.®*2 Thus we see 
how wide a margin should be allowed, in these calculations, 
- for textual error. 
It is necessary to remember that there were three pro- 
cesses, in each one of which error might arise :— 
I, In the actual survey and its returns, “by reason of 
the insignificance of some estates, or by reason of forgetful- 
@ess, Or inaccuracy, or confusion, or doubt on the part of 
local jurors and witnesses, or of the clerks who indited their 
statements.” * 


If. In the collection and transmission of the returns, 
by the loss of “a leaflet or rotulet of the commissioners’ 
work.” & 


III. In the transcription of the returns into D.B., or 
into the I.C.C., plus, in the case of the former, the re- 
arrangement and abridgment of the materials. 


81 The apparent exception was caused by the Jug. Com. Cant. reading 
“pro iiii. hidis,” and omitting the words “xl. acras minus,” the true 
assessment of the Manor, when the king’s estate was excluded, being 
“three hides less forty acres.” 

The blunder consists in treating 64 (geld) acres as part of the 
Countess Judith’s estate, whereas they had been reckoned separately ; 
the discrepancy is due to D.B. reading “ii. acras,” where the I.C.C. has 
‘xxii. acras.” 

83 Eyton’s Votes on Domesday, p. 12. 

84 Thid., p. 13. 
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We may now quit this part of our subject, claiming to 
have settled, by the aid of the I.C.C. a problem which has 
puzzled generations of antiquaries, namely: “What was the 
Domesday hide?” We. have shown that it denoted a 
measure of assessment composed of four (geld) virgates or 
a hundred and twenty (geld) acres. What relation, if any, 
it bore to avea and to value is a question wholly distinct, on 
which the next portion of this essay may throw quite a new 
light. 


VI. THE FIVE-HIDE Unrr. 


It is one of the distinctive and valuable features of tne 
Ing. Com. Cant. that it gives us the total assessment for each 
Vill of which it treats before recording the several Manors 
of which that Vill is composed, the aggregate assesments of 
which Manors make up the total assessment for the Vill. 
In this feature we have something which Domesday does 
not contain, and which (independently of its checking 
value), gives us at once those Vill assessments which we 
could only extract from the Domesday entries by great 
labour and with much uncertainty. Let us see then if these 
Vill assessments lead us to any new conclusions on the 


‘whole assessment system, 


The first point that we notice is this. The jfive-hide unit 
is brought into startling prominence. No careful student, 
one would suppose, of Domesday, can have failed to be 
struck by the singular number of Manors in the hidated 
portion of the realm, which are assessed in terms of the five- 
hide unit, that is to Say, which are entered as of five hides 


Dr. Stubbs’ remarks “on the vexed question of the extent of the 
hide” will be found in a note to his Const. Hist., vol. i, (1874), p. 74. 
Mr, Eyton (Key to Domesday, p. 14) asserted that the Domesda “hide 
contained 48 geld-acres. Prof. Earle in his Land Charters and Saxonic 
Documents (1888) reviews the question of the hide, but leaves it undeter- 
mined (pp. lii.--liii., 457--461). 

* See above, p. 17. 
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or some multiple of five hides. This is specially the case 
with towns, and some years ago, in one of my earliest essays, 
I called attention to the fact, and explained its bearing in 
connexion with the unit of military service®’ Yet no one, 
it would seem, has been struck by the fact, or has seen that 
there must be some significance in this singular preponder- 
ance of five-hide Manors. Now what the Inqutsttio here 
does for us is to show us that this preponderance is infinitely 
greater than we should gather from the pages of Domesday, 
and that when the scattered manors are pieced together in 
their Vills, the agregate of their assessments generally 


- amounts either to five hides or to a multiple of the five-hide 


unit. Thus the rural townships are brought into line with 
towns, and we learn that in both the assessment was based 
on the five-Aide unit. 

Let us now take a Pee hundred and test this theory in 
practice :-— 


HUNDRED OF STAINES. 


(In. Com. Cant., pp. 11-17.) 


Vill. Hides. Ploughlands. Valets. 

= (T.R.E.) 
Bottisham . Zs eit {) 20 “f, 46-0" .9 
Swaffham (1) . ; foto fe) 16 II 10 0 
Swaffham (2) . ; eee, 13} [2-100 
Wilbraham . ; Santo 17 202-04-0 
Stow-cum-Quy : Aegis) II I4 10 0 
50 Vike AGIA 10 0 


Here we have five Vills varying in area from 11 plough- 
lands to 20, and in value T.R.E., from £11 Ios. to £420, all 
assessed alike at ten hides each. What is the meaning of 
it? Simply that ASSESSMENT BORE NO RATIO TO AREA OR 
TO VALUE in a Vill, and still less in a Manor. 

Assessment was not objective, but subjective; it was not 


 Antiguary, June, 1882, p. 242. See also Domesday Studies, vol. i, 
p. 119. 


46 Domesday Book 


fixed relatively to area or to value, but to the five-hide unit. 
The“dim of the assessors was clearly to arrange the assess- 
ment in sums of five hides, ten hides, etc. 

Take now the next hundred in the Ing. Com. Cant, :— 


HUNDRED oF RapDFIELp, 
(lng. Com. Cant., pp. E725). 
Hides. Ploughlands, Valets. 


(T.R.E.) 
Dullingham ‘ A * 10 16 £19 5 o 
Stetchworth : : <* STO 13} I2 Te 6 
Borough Green and Westley 10 17 Eg tia 
Carlton, : . - Io 19} 18 Io o 
Weston ©", ; Oe ae 19} 13 I5 0 
Wratting — , , ; eto 15? S38 ag 
Balsham ° , . . LO 20 12-43" 34 


70 T20¢ £1oz 7 8 


Here again we~haye seven Vills varying in area from 13y 
ploughlands to 20, and in value from £8 8s. to 419 §5., 
all uniformly assessed at ten hides each. he thiag speaks 
for itself, Had the hidation in these two hundreds been 


together, 


We may now take a step in ad 


vance, and pass to the 
hundred of Whittlesford, 


eee “a 
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HUNDRED OF WHITTLESFORD. 
(Ing. Com. Cant., pp. 38-43.) 


Hides. Ploughlands. Valets 
: Loe Sead 
Whittlesford. 12 11 | L572.) © 

Gawston ws 5°78 fee b iets rah 6 CO ae 22 
Fonxtor =. 20 16 20 10 0 
Icklington . 20 24% 24-5450 
Duxford. . 20 204 Bi, Se A 
80 802 #106 2 0 


Here we are left to discover for ourselves that Whittles- 
ford and Sawston were grouped together to form a twenty- 


‘hide block. And on turning from the above figures to the 


map we find the discovery verified, these two Vills jointly 
occupying the northern portion of the hundred. Thus, this 
hundred, instead of being divided like its two predecessors 
into ten-hide blocks, was assessed in four blocks of twenty 
hides each, each of them representing one of those quarters 
so dear to the Anglo-Saxon mind (vxgata, etc.), and lying 
respectively in the north, south, east and west of the 
district. Proceeding on the lines of this discovery, we come 
to the Hundred of Wetherley, which carries us a_ step 


further. 
HUNDRED OF WETHERLEY. 


(Ing. Com. Cani., PP. 68-83.) 


ides. Ploughlands. 
Comberton . 6 4 
Barton 5 7 +20 12 32 
Grantchester ° 7 13 
Haslingfield : 20 saree 
Harlton 5 7 
Barrington . 10 20 153 \}27% 
Shepreth 5 53 ° 
Ordwell  . “ 4 ean 
Wratworth . 4 | 58 
Whitwell . 4 \20 5 2076 
Wimpole . . 4 5 
Arrington . : 4 84 

80 Ili? 


8 The I.C.C. omits the king’s Manor (7} hides, 8 ploughlands). 
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It is important to observe that, though the grouping is my 
own, the order of the Vills is exactly that which is given in 
the Zug. Com. Cant, and by that order the grouping is con- 
firmed. Note also how, without such grouping, we should 
have but a chaos of Vills, whereas, by its aid, from this 
chaos is evolved perfect symmetry. Lastly, glance at the 
, four “quarters” and see how variously they are sub- 
j es divided. | 

j Advancing still on the same lines, we approach the very 
remarkable case of the adjoining Hundred of Long Stow. 


HunpDRED oF Lonesrtow. 


(Ing. Com. Cant., pp. 83-89.) 


Hides, Ploughlands, 

Eversden . . : 8} 133 
Kingston . : : 84 25 8), } 382; 
Toft and Hardwick . gf 164 | 
Gransden : ; 5 gael 
Bourne. ‘ “20 25 [234] J 323 
Gamlingay . ‘ 20 
Hatley . . ° 44 2 
[Unnamed] . . 2 } RAS 
Croxton , j ‘ q 
Eltisley . ; : 3 } ee 
Caxton : : To \ 25 

Caldecot . ‘ : 13 

: Long Stow, ‘ 34 f° 

100 


Now it is necessary to explain at the outset that, the Inq. 
Com. Cant. being here imperfect, it only gives us the first 
two of the above “quarters,” its evidence ending with 
Bourne. But, by good fortune, it is possible to reconstruct 
from Domesday alone the remaining half of the Hundred, 
and thus to obtain the most valuable example of the system 
we are engaged in tracing that we have yet met with. The 
grouping I have adopted is based on the figures, but in some 
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cases it is obvious from the map: Eltisley and Croxton, for 
instance, which form a ten-hide block, occupy a projecting 
portion of the county all to themselves, while Caxton 
adjoins them. 


Several points are here noticeable. Observe, in the first 
place, how the twenty-five hide “quarter” which heads the 
list is divided into three equal blocks of 8% hides each, just 
as we found in Wetherley Hundred that one of the twenty- 
hide “quarters” was divided into five “equal blocks of four 
hides each. In these cases the same principle of simple 
equal division was applied to the quarter hundred as we 
saw applied to the whole hundred in the first two cases we 
studied—the Hundreds of Staines and of Radfield. Notice 
next how the two Vills of Toft and Hardwick, which are 
separately surveyed in Domesday under their respective 
names, are found from the Jug. Com. Cant. to have combined 
(under the name of “ Toft”) in a block of 8% hides. Lastly, 
it should not be overlooked that the 3 hide not localised in 
Domesday fits in exactly with Hatley to complete its five 
hides. 

The chase now becomes exciting: it. can no longer be 
doubted that we are well on the track of a vast system of 
artificial hidation, of which the very existence has been 
hitherto unsuspected. Let us see what further light can be 
thrown by research on its nature, 

On looking back at the evidence I have collected, one is 
struck, surely, by the thought that the system of assessment 
seems to work, not as is supposed, up from, but down to the 
Manor. Can it be possible that what was really assessed 
was not the Manor, nor even the Vill, but the Hundred as a 
whole? This view is so revolutionary, so subversive of all 
that has ever been written on the subject, that it cannot 
be answered off-hand. We will therefore begin by ex- 
amining the case of the Hundred of Erningford, which 
introduces us to a further phenomenon, the reduction of 


assessment. 


B. H. 
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HUNDRED OF ERNINGFORD. 


(Ing. Com. Cant., pp. 51 68.) 


Hides. 
aes T.R.W. Ploughlands. 

Morden (1) . . ote Bos, 20 
Tadlow . 5 Ae + og 
Morden (2) Sete ay ee - og 
Clopton . ; : Be ae fest 4 ey 
Hatley . ° é Root Zee AY, 
Croydon. 5 5 TO on, 13 - «1g 
Wendy . : ; 5 ae ~ 63 
Shingay . BOs 4 os 6 
Litlington ae 4 eI 
Abington 5 4 “ares 
Bassingburne . 5 “FLO 8 -- 22 
Whaddon % : 2 Ome 8 - 142 
Meldreth : : pe) Saat 204 
Melbourne , A ek 8 194 

100 80 171 


Here we have, as in the last instance, a Hundred of 
exactly a hundred hides (assessment). But we are con- 
fronted with a new problem, that of reduction. Before we 
form any conclusions, it is important to explain that. this 
problem can only be studied by the aid of the Lng. Com. 
Cant. for the evidence both of Domesday and of the L[nq. 
El. is distinctly misleading. Reduction of assessment is 
only recorded in these two documents when the Manor is 
identical with the Vill. In cases where the Vill contains 
two or more Manors, the Vill is not entered as a whole, 
and consequently the reduction on the assessment of that 
Vill as a whole is not entered at all. 


After this explanation I pass to the case of the above 
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Hundred, in which the evidence on the reduction is fortu- 


nately perfect. The first point to be noticed is that in four 

out of the five Hundreds that we have as yet examined, 

there is not a single instance of reduction, whereas here 

on the contrary, the assessment is reduced in every Vill 
ig 
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throughout the Hundred. That is to say, the reduction is 
conterminous with the Hundred. Cross its border into the 
Hundred of Wetherley, or of Triplow, and in-~ neither 
district will you find a trace of reduction. Observe next 
that the reduction is uniform throughout the whole, being 
twenty per cent. in every instance. Now what is the in- 
evitable conclusion from the daza thus afforded? Obviously 
that the reduction was made on the assessment of the 
Hundred as a whole, and that this reduction was distributed 
among its several Vills pro vata®® Further research con- 
firms the conclusion that these reductions were systema- 
tically made on Hundreds, not on Vills. There is a well- 
defined belt, or rather crescent, of Hundreds, in all of 
which the assessment is reduced. They follow one another 
on the map in this order: Erningford, Long Stow, Pap- 
worth, North Stow, Staplehow, and Cheveley.. Within this 
crescent there lies a compact block of Hundreds, in no one 
of which has a single assessment been reduced. They 
are Triplow, Wetherley (? Cambridge), Flendish, Staines, 
Radfield, Chilford, and Whittlesford. Beyond the crescent 
there lie “the two Hundreds of Ely,” in which, so far as our 
evidence goes, there would seem to have been similarly no 
reduction. As the two horns of the crescent, so to speak, 
are the Hundreds of Erningford and Cheveley, we will 
now glance at the latter, and compare the evidence of the 


two. 


89 T do not here discuss the cause of the reduction. Indeed, this wovld 
be hard to discover; for the original assessment was distinctly low, 
whether we compare it with the aggregate of ploughlands or of valua- 
tion. It is true that the total of valets which had been £235 os. 4d. 
T.R.E., and was £203 85. 4d. at the time of the survey, had fallen so low 
as £161 18s. 4d., when the grantees received their lands, but, even at 
the lowest figure, the assessment was still moderate. 

% “Burgum de Grentebrige pro uno Hundredo se defendebat.”——D.2., 


i. 189, 
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HUNDRED OF CHEVELEY. 
(Ing. Com. Cant., pp. 9-11.) 


T.R.E. T.R.W. Ploughlands, 
Silverley . 62) ae » 4le - : te 
Ashley + 35 ‘ Se : aad 
Saxon Street 5 . : mae ; Pegi 
Ditton. Bi ‘ » ta? ( GRAY ese 
Ditton —tOn bs ; re : - 16 
Kirfling -.5 210° 7 ; Se: 2G : eee 


Cheveley. . 10% 


fe) 

As a pechietionr point, attention may be called to the 
fact that the grouping of Ashley and Silverley, although 
they are surveyed separately in the Jug. Com. Cant, is 
justified by their forming, as « Ashley-cum-Silverley” a 
single parish. So too, Saxon Street may be safely com- 
bined with Ditton, in which it is actually situate. We thus 
have a Hundred of fifty hides divided into five blocks of ten 
hides each, and thus presenting a precise parallel to the 
Hundred of Staines, the first that we examined. 

And now for the reductions. As the Vill of Cheveley, 
unluckily, is nowhere surveyed as a whole, we have in its 
case no evidence. But of the five remaining Vills above 
(counting Ashley-cum-Silverley as one), four we see had 
had their assessments reduced on a uniform scale, just as in 
the Hundred of Longstow. Now this is a singular circum- 
stance, and it leads me to this conclusion. I believe that, 
precisely as in the latter case, the assessment of the 
Hundred as a whole was reduced by twenty hides. This 
was equivalent to forty per cent. which was accordingly 
knocked off from the assessment of each of its constituent 
Vills. One of the Dittons is clearly an exception, having 


This figure is arrived at by adding to the “hida et dimidia et XK. 
acre” of Domesday, and the Ing. Com. Cant. the “ viii. hides et xl. acrze,” 
which the latter omits, but which Domesday records. The sum is exactly 
ten hides. * Domesday reads “ iii,” and Ing Com. Cant. * iii.” 

8 T.C.C. reads “x,” 
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nine hides, not four, thus knocked off. I would suggest, . 
as the reason for this exception, that Ditton having now 

become a “dominica villa regis” (Jug. Com. Cant., p. 10), 

was specially favoured by having a five-hide unit further 

knocked off its assessment, just as in the case of Chippen- 

ham (zdzd., p. 2). 

It has been my object in the above argument to recall 
attention to the corporate character, the so/darité of the 
Hundred. This character, of which the traces are pre- 
served in its collective responsibility, even now, for damages 
caused by riot, strongly favours the view which I am here 
bringing forward, that it was the Hundred itself which was 
assessed for geld, and which was held responsible for its 
payment. Although this view is absolutely novel, and 
indeed destructive of the accepted belief, it is in complete 
harmony with the general principle enunciated by Dr. 
Stubbs, and is a further proof of the confirmation which his 
views often obtain from research and discovery. Treating 
of “the Hundred as an area for rating,’ he writes thus :— 

There can be no doubt that the organisation of the Hundred 
had a fiscal importance, not merely as furnishing the profits of fines 
and the produce of demesne or folkland, but as forming a rateable 
division of the county. * 

Now there are several circumstances which undoubtedly 
point to my own conclusion. We know from the Jug. Com. 
Cant. that the Domesday Commissioners held their inquiry 
in the Court of each Hundred, and had for jurors the men 
of that Hundred. Now if the Hundred, as I suggest, was 
assessed for geld as a whole, its representatives would be 
clearly the parties most interested in seeing that each Vill 

or Manor was debited with its correct share of the general 
liability. Again we know from the Jnquisitio Gheldi that 
the geld was collected and paid through the machinery of 


94 Per concessionem ejusdem regis” (Domesday). Compare also the 
five hides knocked off the assessment of Alveston by Henry I., and 
another ten hides off that of Hampton (Domesday Studies, pp. 99, 103). 

%. Const. Hist., \. 105. 
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the Hundred; and its collectors, in Devonshire, are “Hun- 
“aa dremanni.” The Hundred, in fact, was the unit for the 
Re purpose. Further, we have testimony to the same effect 
in the survey of East Anglia. But as that survey stands 
by itself, it must have separate treatment. 97 

I need not further discuss the collective liability of the 
- Hundred, having already shown in my “Danegeld” paper 
Be how many allusions to it are to be found in Domesday in 
the case of urban “Hundreds.” 8 It is only necessary here 
to add, as a corollary of this conclusion, that the assess- 
ment of a single Manor could not be reduced by the Crown 
without the amount of that reduction falling upon the rest 
of the Hundred. Either, therefore, that amount must have 
been allowed (“computatum ”) to the local collector as 
Were “erré date to the sheriff, or (which came to the same 
thing) the assessment on the Hundred must have been 
reduced pro tanto. 

I now proceed. to apply my theory that the Hundreds 
themselves were first.assessed, and that such assessments 
were multiples of the five-hide unit. 

We are enabled from the Jzg. Com. Cant. to determine the 
assessments of eleven Hundreds.® Nine out of these eleven 
Hundreds prove to have been assessed as follows -— 


Erningford 3 : : . ; 100 hides. 
Long Stow : : : : : £00,- .@ 
Triplow . ; : : : : gone s 
Staplehow 5 ’ ; ‘ ‘ Oo eae: ar 
Whittlesford . : ; : . 80 . 
Wetherley : : : : : 80 2 
Radfield . : ‘ ‘ . ; IO ct 
Cheveley =. 5% : : : : 50 m4 
Staines. HO 


This list speaks for itself, but it may be as well to point 


*T See also Domesday Studies, i. 117. See below, p. 98. 

°° Domesday Studies, i, 122-130. 

°° The fragments ot the Hundred of Papworth and North Stow, which 
it contains, are too small to enable us to speak with certainty. _ 

100 Correcting the Lng. Com. Cant. by adding from Domesday the royal 
Manors in Isleham and Fordham. 
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out how convenient for the Treasury was this system. At 
the normal Danegeld rate of two shillings on the hide, an 
assessment of fifty hides would represent 45, one hundred 
hides £10, and so on. 

Can we discover in other counties traces of this same system ? 
Let us first take the adjacent county of Bedfordshire. 

I am anxious to explain that for the means of utilising 
the Bedfordshire evidence I. am entirely indebted to the 
Digest of the Domesday of Bedfordshire by the late Rev. 
William Airy (edited by his son, the Rev. B. R. Airy), 
It was, most happily, pointed out to the author by the Rev. 
Joseph Hunter “that what we want is not translations but 
analyses of the surveys of the several counties” (p. viii.). 
To this most true remark we owe it that Mr. Airy resolved 
to give us a “digest” instead of that usual “extension and 
translation,” which is perfectly useless to the Domesday 
student. It is easy to take from the record itself such an 
instance as these Beauchamp Manors entered in succession 


(213): Willington 10 hides, Stotford 15; “Houstone” 5, 


Hawnes 5, “Salchou” 5, Aspley 10, Salford 5; but it is only 
Mr. Airy’s work that enables us to reconstruct the town- 
ships, and to show how fractions—apparently meaningless— 
fit in, exactly as in Cambridgeshire, with one another. His 


work is all the more valuable from the fact that he had no 


theory to prove, and did not even add together the factors 
he had ascertained. His figures therefore are absolutely 
free from the suspicion that always attaches to those ad- 
duced to prove a case. 


Risely. Tempsford, Wyminyton. 
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ss) I 12 Oee-3 
tO I I i babe. 
z 0 4 I /, sweale) 
x 0 2.2.0 % 0 
tO I o¢ S5e3 
1775.0 

Lois 0 16,40 
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Of these fifteen ten-hide townships, the last is selected as 
an instance of those slight discrepancies which creep in so | 
easily and which account for many apparent exceptions to 
the rule. Passing to other multiples of the five-hide unit _ 
we have:— a 


Oakley. _ Thurleigh, Blunham, 
Hess Fea Vs HES eV 
A ° I. 

I fe) 
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Marston. Roxton. Lunton. 
5 Be less 4 virg.) Boe, is ee 
8 plus $ virg.) Corsa S-s.1 
§ t Hs I 5 Oo 
5 SS iz 4y Oto 
2 Beha3 z 0 
eae) ZO 40 207-0 


I now give three illustrations of slight discrepancies :— 


Streatley. Sutton. Eaton Socon, 
Hees Vs H.-N iS Ae 
Eig) Oars 207-0 
4 I T fe) 62.3 
4 0 1; 0 0 1 
ce) $ + Oo 5 io} 1 
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In the first case there is a deficiency of ris, and in the 
second of ¢, while in the third we find an excess of 7%: 
No one can doubt that these were really ten-hide, ten-hide, 
and forty-hide townships. We have to allow, in the first 
place, for trivial slips, and in the second for possible errors 
in the baffling work of identification at the present day. 
One can hardly doubt that if a student with the requisite 
local knowledge set himself to reconstruct, according to 
Hundreds, the Bedfordshire Domesday, he would find, as 
in Cambridgeshire, that even where a township was not 
assessed in terms of the five-hide unit, it was combined in 


an adjacent one in such an assessment. 
We will now cross the border into Huntingdonshire, and 
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enter the great Hundred of Hurstingston. This, which may 
be described as a double Hundred, was assessed, Domesday 
implies, at 200 hides, Quartering this total, on the Cam- 
bridgeshire system, we obtain 50 hides, and this quarter 
was the assessment allotted to the borough of Huntingdon. 
The total assessment of the Hundred was thus accounted 
for :— 


Huntingdon, , : - 50 hides. 
St. Ives (Slepe) . ; : » 20 Ee 
Hartford . : A : Sere x 
Spaldwick : : : o-es :; 
Stukeley . ; : , ayes Ce) G 
Abbots Ripton . ; ; Ae Ks) ns 
Upwood . ; 7 : . 10 a 
Warboys . : ‘ : «BO 3 
Calne 6 | 
Bluntisham 6} + : : veo. 
Somersham 8 | 
Wistow *04 ; ; : eG 3 
_ Holywell . ; ane) 4 
Houghton : 5 ; oe ei 
Wyton . : ; ‘ et, 5s 
Broughton - 4 “ 
Catworth ‘ F Vp 
2003 


Passing on into Northamptonshire, we come to that most 
curious document, which I shall discuss below (see pay yn 


102“ Funtedun Burg defendebat se ad geldum regis pro quarta parte 
de Hyrstingestan hundred pro L. hidis.”—Domesday, i. 203. 

03 Adjoining Manors held by the Abbot of Ely, 

471 have not attempted to group these six Manors, as we have not 
sufficient information to warrant it. They would, however, form two 
groups of twenty hides each, or one of twenty-five and another of fifteen. 

There are five entries relating to Catworth (fos, 2054, 206, 2064, 
2176), which, by the addition of rz hides (I+1+3+2+3+1), would 
bring up its assessment to 1 5; but as they are all credited in Domesday 
to other Hundreds, and as there are fg Catworths surveyed, I have 
adhered to the above figure. 
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and which was printed by Ellis (Latroduction to Domesday, 
i, 187 e¢ sg.). Ellis, however, can scarcely have read his 
own document, for he speaks of it as a list “in which every 
Hundred is made to consist of a hundred hides.’ This 
extraordinary assertion has completely misled Dr, Stubbs, 
who writes :— 


The document given by Ellis as showing that the Hundreds of 
Northampton each contained a hundred hides seems to be a mere 
attempt of an early scribe to force them into symmetry.'07 


It is greatly to be wished that some one with the 
requisite local knowledge should take this list in hand and 
work out its details thoroughly. In capable hands it 
should prove a record of the highest interest. For the 
present I will only point out that its contents are in com- 
plete harmony with the results that I obtained on the 
Hundred in Cambridgeshire; for it gives us Hundreds 
assessed at 150 (four), 100 (nine), 90 (two), 80 (four), 60 
(one), and 4o (one) hides, with a small minority of odd 
numbers. This list throws further light on the institution 
of the Hundred by its recognition of “double” and “ half” 
Hundreds. Note also in this connexion the preference for 
1oo-hide and 50-hide assessments, which here amount to 
thirteen out of the twenty instances above, and in Cam- 
bridgeshire to four out of nine. These signs of an en- 
deavour to force such assessments into terms of a 50-hide 
unit will be dealt with below.’ 

In Hertfordshire, as indeed in other counties, there is 
great need for that local research which alone can identify 
and group the Domesday holdings. So far as single Vills 
are concerned, Bengeo affords a good illustration of the 
way in which scattered fractions work out in combination. 


106 fy troduction to Domesday, i. 134. The italics are his own. 

107 Const. Hist., i. 99. 

108This point brings further into line the towns and the rural Hundreds, 
through the 1oo-hide and the go-hide assessments of the former. (See 
my “ Danegeld” Essay in Domesday Studies.) 
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Poy 
Count Alan. ‘ é ; - OE 
Hugh de Beauchamp 3 : “ 6. 0 
Geoffrey de Mandeville. ; ; 3 her 
Beige ae 
64 0 
Geoffrey de Bech, . ; : LY Te 
o 654 
o 34 
Peter de Valognes . : : : o of 
25 20 


If we now push on to Worcestershire, we find a striking 
case in the Hundred (or rather the triple Hundred 109) of 
Oswaldslow. Its assessment was 300 hides; and I am 
able to assert that of these we can account for 299, and 
that it contained Manors of 50; 40, 35, 25 (two), and 15 
hides.“ We have also, in this county, the case of the 
Hundred of Fishborough, made up to 100 hides, and remark- 
able for including in this total the 15 hides at which 
Worcester itself was assessed. The special value of this 
-and of the Huntingdon instances lies in its placing the 
assessments of a borough on all fours with the assessment 
of a rural Manor, as a mere factor in the assessment of a 
rural Hundred. By thus combining town and country 
it shows us that the assessments of both was part of the 
same general system. This is a point of great import- 
ance, 

This case of the Hundred of Fishborough is, however, 
peculiar. The entry, which was Prominently quoted by 
Ellis (who failed to see its true significance), is this :— 


? Edgar spoke of it as three Hundreds. 

™ “Unum hundret quod vocatur Oswaldeslaw in quo jacent cce, 
hide.”—D, B.,, i, 1726, 

™ It also contained one 23-hide and two 24-hide Manors, which were 
Once perhaps, of 25 hides, The church of Worcester also Possessed, 
Outside this Hundred, Manors (tnter alia) of 20, T5, 10, and § hides, 
(See below, p. 173.) 
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In Fisseberge hundred habet ecclesia de Euesham Ixv. hide. 
Ex his xii. hidze sunt liberee. In illo Hundredo jacent xx. hidz de 
dodentreu. et xv.-hidz de Wircecestre perficiunt hundred.” ™ 


Now this entry is purely incidental, and its real meaning 
is this. In the true Hundred of Fishborough (adjoining 
Evesham on the east), Evesham Abbey held 65 hides 
(assessed value), of which 12 were exempted from payment 
of geld, a statement which can be absolutely verified from 
the details given. To this aggregate was added the 1 5 
hides of Worcester (though in another part of the county), 
together with 20 hides of the distant Hundred of Dodden- 
‘tree. A total of 100 hides was that arrived at. Now the 
Hundred of Doddentree had itself made up to about 
120 hides,™ by the addition of 18 hides, which belonged to 
Hertford as to “firma.”"* A reduction, therefore, of 20 
hides suggests a complicated process of levelling the local 
Hundreds, which may remind us how large a margin must 
be allowed for these arrangements. 

Before leaving Worcestershire, attention should be called 
to the great Manor of Pershore, which Westminister Abbey 
held for 200 hides, and to the 100 hides connected therewith 
under the heading “ Terra sanctze Marie de Persore.” 

In Somerset we find some good instances, with the help of 
Mr. Eyton’s analyses. 


HUNDRED OF CREWKERNE. 


Merriott (5+7) . ; ; , - 12) - 
Seaborough (14414) . : 3 rae J 
Hinton St. George ; : : : “713 a 
In Crewkerne . F , ; : Bye 

40 


ED. in 1756, 

13 T make the aggregate 1184 hides. 

44 “ Quee hic [Dodintret hundred] placitant et geldant et ad Hereford 
reddunt firmam suam.” It would have been said in Cambridgeshire that 
their “ wara” was in Doddintree Hundred. 
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HUNDRED OF WHITSTONE. 

East Pennard({t9+3) . : ; 3 ar 720 

Baltonsborough : ; ; , . 5 

Doulting (144+34+22) . : ; 5 m6 

Batcombe (10}+2+47?) . : : es) 

Ditcheat (gscetebbe oheiat) ; ‘ ae SOR 

Pilton (644+3+5+5+2) . ‘ ; ; ay i: 

Stoke St. Michael . : é é 4 PSY. 
120 


There are also abundant cases of Manors which work out 
similarly such as Walton and its group (4$+-5+3+2+4+3 
+2}=30), Butleigh (73+8+2+4+2=20). Again, in the 
Hundred of Frome we find eight Manors (Camerton, 
Englishcombe, Charterhouse Hinton, Norton St. Philip, 
Corston, Beckington, Cloford, and Laverton), assessed at 
10 hides each, in addition to divided Manors, such as 
Road (9+1), and Tiverton (7$+23).™ 

We will now pass to Devon and examine the assessments 
of its Hundreds. Of these thirty-one are entered in the 
Inqguisitio Geld. Now, as four virgates went to the hide, 
such assessments as 25%, 9} hides, show us that the simple 
doctrine of probability is in favour of only one Hundred in 
every twenty proving to be assessed in multiples of the 
five-hide unit. Yet we find that those so assessed form an 
absolute majority of the whole. When classified, they run 
thus—5o (four), 40 (one), 30 (two), 25 (four), 20 (five): 
total, 16 Hundreds. 

It will at once be observed that these assessments are, as 
nearly as possible, on one half the scale of those we met with 
in Cambridgeshire and Northamptonshire. But this must 
be taken in conjunction with the fact that the Devon and 
Cornwall assessments are altogether peculiar. “In Devon 
and Cornwall, where the scope of the gheld-hide was enor- 
mous, it was necessary to introduce another quantity, inter- 
mediate between the virgate and the acre. This was the 


™ Eyton’s Somerset Survey, ii. 25. 
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Ferndel or Ferdingdel, to wit, the fourth part of the next 
superior denomination, the fourth part of the virgate,” 1% 
One might at first sight be tempted to suggest that the hide 
was in these two counties a term of higher denomination 
when we find Manor after Manor assessed at a fraction of 
a hide, while in Cornwall the “acra terre” was clearly a 
peculiar measure."” Yet in some Manors adjacent to Exeter 
or to the neighbouring coast the assessment is much less 
abnormally low, though even there moderate. There is 
much scope, here also, for intelligent local research, al- 
though we may conclude, from the evidence of the Pipe 
Rolls, that the hide represented the same unit here as else- 
where, as it would seem did the Devonshire Hundred, in 
spite of its singularly low average assessment. Indeed, it 
represented a larger, not a smaller, area than usual. I 


shall deal with this phenomenon below, and endeavour to 


explain its significance. For the present it is only neces- 
sary to insist on the evidence that the Hundreds afford of 
assessment on the five-hide system. 

Indeed, though I definitely advance the suggestion that the 
assessment was, in the first instance, laid upon the Hun- 
dred itself, and that the subsequent assessment of its Vills 
and Manors was arrived at by division and subdivision, 
the truth or falsehood of this theory in no way affects the 
indisputable phenomenon of the five-hide unit. On the 
prominence of that unit I take my stand as absolute proof 
that the hide assessment was fixed sudependently of area 
or value, and that, consequently, all the attempts that have 
been made by ingenious men to discover and establish the 
relation which that assessment bore to area, whether in 
Vill or Manor, have proved not only contradictory among 
themselves, but, as was inevitable, vain. 

The late Mr. Eyton did much to destroy the old belief held 

16 Eyton’s Dorset Domesday, p. 14. 

™ | drew attention in the Archeological Review (vol. 1.) to a Cornish 


survey of 21 Ed. I. (Zesta de Nevill, p. 204), in which every Cornish acre 
contains a Cornish carucate. 
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by Kemble and other well-known writers that the Domesday 
hide was an areal measure and to substitute the sounder 
view that it was used as a term of assessment, and Mr. 
Chester Waters, in his Survey of Lindsey (1883), claimed tha 
the “key to the puzzle” had been thus finally discovered. 
Canon Taylor, on the other hand, at the Domesday Com- 
memoration (1886), claimed that if his own most ingenious 
theory of the relation of the geld-carucate to area could be 
more generally extended, “many volumes of Domesday 
exposition, including, among others, Mr. Eyton’s Key ¢o 
Domesday, may be finally consigned al: limbo dee bambinz.” 48 
Mr. Pell’s theories—the inclusion of which at enormous 
length in Domesday Studies“ cannot be too deeply re- 
gretted—require a passing notice. According to him, the 
Domesday hide was virtually an areal term; but the 
interests of truth and of historical research require, as to 
his confident calculations, very plain speaking. Although I 
devoted to the investigation of Mr. Pell’s theories a deplor- 
able amount of time and labour,” I would rather state the 
inevitable conclusion in the words of that sound: scholar, 
Mr. W. H. Stevenson :— 


All the fanciful calculations that Mr. Pell has based upon this 
assumption, including his delicious ‘‘ Ready Reckoner,” may be 
safely left to slumber in oblivion by the Domesday student who does 
not wish to waste his time. 

The only abiding principle underlying Mr. Pell’s calculations is 
that the figures in Domesday, or wherever found, have to produce 
a certain total that Mr. Pell has already fixed upon. To do this, vir- 
gates may mean hides, carucates may mean virgates, and, in short, 
anything may mean anything else,” 


Although Mr. Eyton also indulged in “ fanciful calcula- 
tions,” and committed the fatal error of combining facts and 


U8 Domesday Sitdies, p. 172. 

" “A New View of the Geldable Unit of Assessment of Domesday,’ 
Ibid., pp. 227-363, 561-619. 

1” Archeological Review, i. 285-295 3 iv. 130-140, 391. 
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fancies, he was at least on the right track in discarding the 
notion that the Domesday hide denoted a fixed area, and in 
treating it as aterm of assessment. At the same time, the 
acceptance of my theory that this assessment was not 
determined by the real value of the Manor or Vill, but was 
unconnected with it, would be, of course, destructive of all 
his calculations. 

The five-hide unit which lies at the root of my theory is 
found ever to the front, turn where we will. In Oxon. 
we find entered in succession the Bishop of Lincoln’s Manors 
90, 60, 40, 50, 50 hides, while if we work through the 
southern extremity of the county (lying south of Ewelme), 
following the bend of the Thames, we find the assessments 
are as follows:—Preston Crowmarsh, 5; Crowmarsh 
Gifford, 10; Newnham Murren, 10; Mongewell, 10; Ipsden, 
5; North and South Stoke, 204; Checkenden, 5; Goring, 
20; Gethampton, 64; Whitchurch, 10; Mapledurham, IO; 
Caversham, 20; Dunsden, 20; Bolney (8) and Lashbrook 
(12) 20; Harpsden, 5; Rotherfield, 10; Badgemoor, 5; Bix 
5. So too on the western border we have in succession 
Churchill, 20; Kingham, 10; Foxcote (1) and Tilbury (14), 
15; Lyneham, 10; Fyfield, 5 ; Tainton, 10; Upton, 5; Bur- 
ford (8) and Widford (2), 10; Westwell, 5. 

Berkshire undoubtedly offers a fruitful sphere of study 
On the one hand, we have so large a proportion of Manors 
assessed at five, ten, fifteen, twenty hides, and so forth 
as to strike the reader at once without special research; 
on the other, we find these archaic assessments reduced 
under the Conqueror in the most sweeping manner, and the 
old system thus effaced. Fortunately for us in this case its 
existence is recorded in the Domesday entries of the previous 


A curious hint of the grouping of Vills is afforded in Oxfordshire by 
Adderbury and Bloxham. Domesday first gives us an assessment of 34} 
hides in the two, and then 15% hides in Adderbury, making in all, for the 
two, 50 hides, the same as Banbury. 

48'This evidence is rendered available by the useful Modes on the 
Oxfordshire Domesday, published by the Clarendon Press in 28 

P.H., ; 
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assessments. What is here, as elsewhere, wanted is a 
thorough local analysis of the hidage, Hundred by Hundred. 
For no county is such an analysis more urgently needed. 

In Bucks the Primate’s three Manors are of 40, 5, 30 hides, 
while nine Manors of Walter Giffard follow one another 
with these assessments : 20, 10, 10, 20, 3$, 10, 5, 5, 10; and 
in Gloucestershire we are met on every side by Manors of 
5, 10, 15, 20 hides, and so on. In Surrey, the Primate’s six 
Manors are assessed at 30, 20, 80, 5, 20, 14 hides. Asa 
proof that this feature is in no way of my own creation, I 
will take the Wiltshire Manors selected by Mr. Pell for his 
tables, Seven out of the eleven selected by him are five-hide 
assessments, being 5, 10, 20, 40, 20, 5, 10. The marvel is 
that any one can have failed to observe the general occur- 
rence of the fact. 

In Middlesex the five-hide unit is peculiarly prominent. 
We have only to glance at the pages of Domesday to be 
struck by such’ assessments as Harrow (100 hides), Fulham 
(50 hides™), Isleworth (70 hides), Harmondsworth (30 hides), 
while on folios 129B-130, we have seven Manors in succes- 
sion of which the assessments are 15, 35, 30, 30, 74, 15, 10, 
representing 3, 7, 6, 6, 14, 3, 2, multiples of the five-hide 
unit. But, here again, conspicuous as is this unit even in 
the case of Manors, its prevalence would be still more 
apparent if we could reconstruct the Vills. Thus, for in- 


stance, in the Hundred of Spelthorne we find these assess- 
ments :— 


Hides. Fo. 
Staines . : ‘ Seal 5 Wee : 4 s 228 
“In Speletorne Hundred” 1x , : - 1285 
etiatone: a, : eRe rs A 5 . 129 
Haneworde . ; Pama s ° - + 129 
“QLeleham” . : tnt : . ae 2s 
‘*Exeforde” . ae ; : >= £29 
“Bedebunt es, er tenis wee : . »  a2g 
Felteham : ; nae : . 129 
Stanwelle : 3 reebiet fee . . ook 30 
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Hides : Fo. 
** Bedefunde”. : TOO s ; ; s1 £30 
“West Bedefunde”. SPS eae ‘ : SEIS 
“Haitone” , : ate : : = 130 
“Teleham” . : Nees ae ; s Ae eo tuee le. 
“In HundredodeSpelethorne”2™ _ , : - 1300 
** Cerdentone” ‘ SEG ; é - 1306 


“Exeforde” is Ashford, which “ appears from a very early 
period till after the dissolution of the monasteries to have 
been an appendage of Stains.”7 Thus we obtain an 
assessment of 20 hides for Staines cum Ashford. So too 
we have at once for Laleham an assessment of 10 hides, 
while that of East and West Bedfont was, we see, 20 hides. 
The most striking case, however, is that of Hatton ; for, if 
we add to its two named Manors the nameless estates in 
the above list, the four fit in like a puzzle, giving us an 
aggregate assessment of exactly five hides. 
The hundred, therefore was assessed thus :-— 


Hides 
Stains with Ashford . : - = 20 
Stanwell . ‘ : 5 : : 15 


West Bedfont , . . : ‘ 10 
East Bedfont . : 5 : z Io 


Laleham . - ; ; é ; 10 
Feltham , A : ; ; = 12 
Hanworth. * ; ; = 


: 5 
Charlton , : : : ‘ ; 5 
Hatton, etc 5 
Let us now connect the territorial with the institutional 
unit. Dealing in my “Danegeld” essay with the evident 
assessment of towns in terms of the five-hide unit, I traced 
it to the fact that “five hides were the unit of assessment 
for the purpose of military service.’"®> The evidence I 
™ “Unain hidam et iii®s- virgatas et iiicia™- partem de i. virgata.” 
48 “ T)imidiam hidam et iii%™- partem dimidiz hide.” 


™7 Lysons, So also Domesday: “ soco vero jacebat in Stains.” 
8 Domesday Studies, i. 120. See also supra, p. 45, and the case of 


Northampton, 7/fra. 
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have adduced in the present paper carries further its 
significance ; but we must not allow its financial to obscure 
its military importance.. I appealed, at that time, to the 
Exeter instance :— 


Quando expeditio ibat per terram aut per mare serviebat hzec 
civitas quantum vy. hide terre ; 


and to the service of Malmesbury :— 


Quando rex ibat in expeditione vel terra vel mari habebat de hoc 
burgo aut xx. solidos ad pascendos suos buzecarlos aut unum 
hominem ducebat secum pro honore v. hidarum.129 


Of course this brings us to the notoriously difficult ques- 
tion of the thegn and his qualification. With this I am 
only concerned here so far as it illustrates the prevalence 
of a five-hide unit. Mr. Little, who holds that Maurer, 
followed by Dr. Stubbs, has gone too far, and that “there 
is no proof of any general law or widely prevalent custom 
which conferred ‘on the owner of five hides pure and simple 
the title, duties, and= rights of a _thegn,’ sets forth his 
view thus :— 


What then is the meaning of the frequent recurrence in the laws 


of possession of five hides of land as the distinctive mark of a- 


particular rank? An explanation may be hazarded: at the end of 
the seventh century it was the normal and traditional holding of a 
royal thegn. . . . It is not too much to infer from the parallelism 
of the two wergelds, that five hides formed also the regular endow- 
ment of a Saxon king’s thegn.™! : 


Dr. Stubbs’ views will be found in his Constitutional 
flistory (1874), i. 155-6, 190-92, and those of Gneist in his 
Constitutional History (1886), i. 13, go, 94. The latter 
writer follows Schmidt rather than Maurer, but sums up 
his position in the words ; “Since under A@lfred and his 
successors every estate of five hides is reckoned in the 


™ Domesday, i. 640. 
9 English Historical Review, 1838y, iv. 729. 
™ [bid., 728-9. 
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militia system as one heavy-armed man, the rank of a 
thane becomes the right (as such) of a possessor of five 
hides.” 

Lastly, it is an interesting and curious fact that we owe 
to the five-hide unit such place-names as Fivehead, 
Somerset ; Fifehead, Dorset; Fifield, Oxon; Fifield and 
Fyfield, Wilts ; Fyfield, Hants; and Fyfield. Essex—all of 
them in Domesday “ Fifhide” or “Fifehide”—as well as 
Fyfield, Berks, which occurs in Domesday as “ Fivehide.” 
Philologists will note the corruption and its bearing on the 
original pronunciation. 

To the probable antiquity and origin of the five-hide 
system I must recur, after glancing at the evidence for the 
northern and eastern districts of England. 


VII. THE SIX-CARUCATE UNIT, 


The subject that I now approach is one of the highest 
interest. I propose to adduce for my theory convincing 
corroborative evidence by showing that the part which is 
played in the hidated district of England by the five-hide 
unit is played in the Danish districts by a unit of six 
carucates. In other words, where we look in the former for 
“vy. hid,” we must learn to look in the latter for “vi. 
carucate terre.” 

One must dissociate at the outset this six-carucate unit 
from the “long hundred,” or Angelicus numerus, with which 
Mr. Pell confused it. In Mr. Stevenson’s instructive article 
on “The Long Hundred and its use in England,’ he has 
clearly explained that this reckoning only applied to a 
whole hundred, which if, a “long” hundred, was really 120. 
Any lesser number was reckoned in our usual manner. 
This is seen at once in the test passage at Lincoln (D.B., 
i. 336a), where, 1,150 houses are reckoned as “novies 
centum et Ixx.,” because “hic numerus Anglice computa- 


12 Archeological Review, iv. 313-327. 
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tur, id est centum pro cxx.”™ The persistence, in Lincoln- 
shire, of the long hundred is well shown in the Inguzsctiones 
post mortem on Robert de Ros, 1311, among those printed 
by Mr. Vincent." We there read of “c. acre terra arra- - 
bilis per majorem centenam que valent per annum Ix. s. 
prec’ acre vj. den.,” at Wyville and Hungerton (on the 
border of Leicestershire) ; while at Claxby and Normanby 
(in the north of the county) we have “cc. acras per min- 
orem centenam et valent c.s. prec’ acre vj. d.” Again, at 
Gedney (in the south-east), we have “cc. acre terre arra- 
bilis per majus centum et valent per annum xxiiij. li.” prec’ 
acre ij. s. et iiij* acre prati et valet per annum viij. li, 
prec’ acre ij. s. Et cxiij. acre pasture per majus centum et 
valent per annum ix. li. xix. s. vi. d. prec’ acre xviij. d.” 
On the same property there were due “ccciiijx: opera aut- 
umpnalia cum falcis, et valent xxxvj. s. viij. d., prec’ operis 
j. den.” so that these also were reckoned. by the long 
hundred. 

Mr. Stevenson was not aware of this evidence, . but 
admitted that as the Domesday passage refers to “such a 
Danish stronghold as Lincolnshire, it is not free from the 
suspicion of Danish influence.” His own evidence from a 
16th century rental’ is subject to a similar criticism. For 
the general use, therefore, of the “long hundred” in Eng- 
land he is compelled to rely on the Dialogus de Scaccario 
and Howden’s description of the new survey of 1198, the 

hide or ploughland” being described in both cases as of a 
hundred acres, where the “hundred” must have meant 120, 
But I venture to think that the use of this reckoning for the 
ploughland, or archaic “hide,” does not establish its general 


8 Mr. Stevenson, perhaps, is rather too severe on Canon Taylor’s 
“Carucate” remarks in the New English Dictionary. Strictly, no 
doubt, the Canon was mistaken, with Mr. Pell, in reckoning 120 as 144 
“by the English number”; but the evidence in his paper on “the 
plough and the ploughland” seems to establish a practice of counting 
by twelve instead of ten. 


™ Genealogist, N. S., vi. 160-1. ® Arch, Rev, iv. 322. 
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employment. In Domesday, certainly, it is only at Lincoln 
that we find it actually recognised, houses being reckoned 
everywhere else on the usual system. 

I think, therefore, that we fairly may hold the Anglicus 
numerus, or long hundred, to have specially prevailed in 
the “Danish” districts, which were also assessed, we 
shall find, in sums of six and twelve. But what was the 
boundary of this Danish district? It was not the border 
between Mercia and Wessex, for Mercia was itself divided 
between the “six” and the “five ” systems.’ Of the two 
adjacent Mercian shires, for instance, of Leicester and 
Warwick (afterwards united under one sheriff), we find the 
latter decimal and the former duodecimal. The military 
service of Warwick and Leicester was arranged on the 
same method, yet Leicester sent twelve “ burgesses” to the 
fyrd where Warwick sent “x. But, it may be urged, the 
two shires were divided by the Watling Street, the boundary 
(under the peace of Wedmore) of Danelaw. Was then 
the Danelaw the district within which the systems pre- 
vailed? No, for the Danelaw, under this treaty, included 
all Cambridgeshire and other hidated districts. The 
answer, therefore, which I propound is this: The district in 
which men measured by carucates, and counted by twelves 
and sixes, was not the district which the Danes conquered, 
but the district which the Danes setéled, the district of 
“the Five Boroughs.” 


6On this point one may compare with profit “the making of the 
Danelaw ” (858-878, by the late Mr. Green (Conquest of England, pp. 
114-129), who had devoted to this subject much attention. He dis- 
cusses the limits of Eastern Mercia, the district of the Five Boroughs, in 
the light of local nomenclature (zdzd., pp. 121-2), and includes within it, 
on this ground, Northamptonshire, while observing that the country 
about Buckingham, which formed the southern border of the “ Five 
Boroughs,” has no “ byes.” My own evidence is wholly distinct. from 
that of local nomenclature, and defines more sharply the district settled 
and reorganized by the Danes. The hidation of Northamptonshire is 
peculiar, a unit of four (reminding one of the Mercian shilling) coming 
intoprominence. Still, it was not*varucated, but retained its assess- 
ment in hides, 
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Dependent on these “Five Boroughs” were the four 
shires of Leicester, Derby, Nottingham, and Lincoln. For 
two of the Boroughs, Lincoln and Stamford, both belonged 
to this last shire, which was, indeed, the stronghold of the 
system.” Between Stamford and Cambridge we have the 
same contrast as between Warwick and Leicester, for while 
Cambridge was divided into tem wards (“custodiz”), 
Stamford was divided into szzx. Lincolnshire, as I have 
said, was the stronghold of the system, and it is in 
Lincoln itself that we find Domesday alluding eo nomine 
to the Anglicus numerus, the practice of counting 120 
as 100. 

Now in the peculiar district of which I am treating there 


occurs an important formula which 
Yorkshire, Derbyshire, and Notts. 


like it for the other parts of England. 
passages in which we find it recorded :— 


LINCOLNSHIRE. 

Pax manu regis vel 
sigillo ejus data,. si 
fuerit infracta, emen 
datur per xvili. hun- 
drez. Unumquidque 
hundret solvit viii. 
libras. Duodecim 
hundrez § emendant 
regi et vi. comiti. 
—i. 3360. 


YORKSHIRE. 
Pax data manu 
regis vel sigillo ejus, 
si fuerit infracta, regi 
solummodo emen- 
datur per xii. hun- 
drez, unumquidque 

hundret viii. libras. 
Pax a comite data 
et infracta a quoli- 
bet ipsi comiti per 
vi. .hundrez emen- 
datur, unumquidque 
viii. libras,—i. 2980. 


covers Lincolnshire, 
Domesday has nothing 


Here are the three 


DrERBY AND Notts. 
In Snotingeham-. 
scyre et in Derbin 
scyre pax regis manu 
vel sigillo «data, si 
fuerit infracta, emen- 
datur per xviii. hun- 
drez, unumquidque 
hundret viii. libras. 
Hujus emenadtionis 
habet rex ii. partes, 
comes terciam. Id 
est xii. hundred em- 
endant regi et vi. 
comiti—i. 280). 


For comparison with these three pasasges we may turn to 


“7 Stamford is assigned to Lincolnshire by Domesday, but is now in 
Rutland. The “Rutland” of Domesday (the northern portion of the 
ocunty as at present constituted) was included, we shall find, in the 
carucated disirict by which it was surrounded on the north. 


The “Danish Dutstricts” ne 


the charter of immunities confirmed to York Cathedral by 
Henry I., Stephen, and Henry II. We there read :-— 


Si quis enim quemlibet cujuscumque facinoris aut flagitii reum et 
convictum infra atrium ecclesize caperet et retineret, universali judi- 
cio vi. hundveth emendabit; si vero infra ecclesiam xii. hundreth 
infra chorum xviii. . . . In hundreth viii. libre continentur.™8 


As there were ¢welve carucates in the “Hundred,” so it 
paid twelve marcs, which, if we can trust the above explan- 
ation, themselves:came to be termed a “ Hundred.” More- 


over, the “ Hundreds” themselves were grouped in mutiples 


of stx. So too the Yorkshire thegn who held s¢x Manors or 
less paid three marcs to the sheriff; if he held more than 
six, twelve marcs to the king (Domesday, i. 2890). 

It isa special feature of the “Danish” district that each 
territorial “Hundred” contained twevle “carucate terre.” 
This point is all-important. Just as a“ Hundred” to an 
Anglo-Saxon suggested one hundred “hides,” so to the 
Danes of this district it suggested twelve “carucates.” 
Nay, to the men of Lincolnshire there could be no more 
question that twelve carcucates made a “ Hundred” than 
there could be now, among ourselves that twelve pence 
make a shilling. If we turn to the Lindsey Survey,” a 
generation later than Domesday, we obtain proof to that 
effect. We find that Survey, in three instances, adding up 
all the estates of a tenant within a Wapentake, and giving 
us the result in “Hundreds” and “carucates.” Here are 


the actual figures :— 


138 Reg, Mag. Alb. at York, pars. ii. I. Quoted by Canon Raine, in 
his edition of Jobn of Hexham (who applies these formule to Hexham 


itself,) p.61. 


130 Vide infra, p. 181, et sg. 
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Now we must oberve that these “Hundreds” are not 
districts with “a local habitation and a name”; they are 
merely sums of twelve carucates produced by compound 
addition. We further find, at the head of the sutvey of 
each Wapentake;~a note that it is reckoned to contain so 
many “Hundreds,” with the explanation, in some instances 
that in each “Hundred” were « Xii. carucate terrae,’ 
But even here the real unit is shown to be “six carcuates,” 
for several Wapentakes contain an odd “ half-hundred,” 
while in that of Horncastle this is actually entered as “six 
carucates,” : 

Here are the nineteen Wapentakes, with the number of 
Hundreds assigned to each, and the number of « carucatee 
terre ” that such Hundreds would imply :— 3 


40 “Suma iii. hundr’ et vi. car. et vi. bov.” 

“4 “Suma iii, hundr’ et x, car.” (a wrong total), 

1 “Summa iii. hundr et v. car. et ili. boy.” 

“8 See also on these Hundreds Mr. Stevenson's remarks in Eng. 
Hist. Rev., v. 96, which have appeared since I made these researches, 
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WEsT TRITHING. 


Wapentake. Hundreds. Car. terr, 
Manley ‘ : [ ]$ 2 
Aslacoe . é ‘ 74 . ‘ ; go 
Lawress : : : 12 . : aus TAL 
Corringham . : : 5 : : 60 
Axholme . : 5 4 : A : 48 
Well . : ‘ 5 7 f s . 84 
NortH TRITHING, | 
Walshcroft . : : 8 : oes es 96 
Haverstoe . : : 74 ‘ : é go 
Bradley. : ; 33“ [and 3 bov.] 428 
Ludborough. - . ‘ 3 ‘ 36 
Yarborough. : ; 14 3 : f 168 
Bolingbroke . ‘ 8 : 5 ; 96 
Gartree 5 : d 6 , c : 72 
South Trithing. 
Candleshoe . Seeen 10 : ‘ . 120 
Calceworth . F : ie) . ; : 120 
Wraghoe . ‘ : 9 ; 5 108 
Hill. : 5 ; 6 : : ‘ 72 
Lothesk . : : $e) j : its 5E20 
Horncastle . : ‘ 6} ‘ 4 : 78 


All the above, it will be seen, are multiples of the six 
carucate unit. That the aggregate of recorded “carucatz 
terre” appears to differ, though slightly, from the totals 
here given only shows how vain is the argument. that, 
because the recorded aggregates of Hundreds may often be 
uneven figures, there could therefore have been no system 
at work such as I contend there was. Clerical error and 
special alterations have both to be allowed for. 

It has never, so far as I know, been pointed out that 
these Lindsay Trithings were so arranged as to contain an 
approximately equal number of “Hundreds.” So far as 
it is possible now to reckon them, the South Trithing con- 


M4 This appears to be a clerical error. The actual figures represent 
“ Hundreds.” 
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tained 513, the North Trithing 51%, and the West Trithing 
493. Fifty “Hundreds” would represent 600 carucate ; and 
it is, to say the least, a singular coincidence that, in the 
archaic territorial list that has hitherto baffled investigation, 
the North Gyrwa, South Gyrwa, and Spalda are reckoned 
each at 600 hides,.!* 

I shall now give some instances of Lindsey townships 
assessed on the basis of the six-carucate unit :-— 


Car. Bov. Car. Bov. 
‘ ea Willoughton . . . 3 S$. Lhotganby i. g-scc ae 7 
Q . ee He Meyer tures meres s ee ro eee 
} ” I 6 
6256 Ps 6” 6 
” Bf 0 
4 Faldingworth . . . 2 4 * 
is ° 6 “© ‘ 
20 Bet toh I Ae yk atid bo” 
== Beelsby: Peer” ep” 
6 fo) ass ae en eee eS I fe} 
” : ° 4 
Reephamy <>. ce, ema os 
- a he Ps, See Oe ter 6 
Sa eee ire tea 
= DY ire 
6 0 ” 4s 
ohoresway Ort wet eee 6-256 
fe Sade 5 nti san OSM TO 
a Rigsby 3 6 
6. 0 re : 2 2 
Benniworth..~ 5 J. 4 6:2 te 
9 Or cathe woo ht 3 4 
=> South’ Kelsey" 4. > 3 gatas, | 
ep a) Thornton le Moor. , ae. 
6 o 


45 The Northern division by threes and sixes is responsible, of course, 
or the six “sheaddings” of the Isle of Man. On their connexion with 


the “scypfylleth” of three Hundreds see Vigfusson in Eng. Hist, Rev., 
li. 500, 
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These instances will illustrate the value of the Lindsey - 
urvey in enabling us to group the fractional assessments 
hich appear in Domesday Book. Here are some other 
“varieties:— 


Car. Bov. Car. Bov. 
BMnaholm 22. % 5 3 Barrow-on-Humber . Ir oo 
ee cas SN a Segoe ret ee ae 5 r-50 
eer, So gee pee Zeno ; — 
Wee i 3 ei peba es ZAG 12° 6 
ae — South Elkington. . 4 0 
ae Tete A) a aeeat 80 
- Glentham See if Boga 3s I2 0 
oro. » Wantermgham 5... ° © rif 20 j 
2 -Glentham wae Casnby F256 a Se ae 1, Oe 
120 120 
- Scotton eae o 4 Nun Ormsby . . . 2 2 
cs ES ae ate ey oS A nie ere i 4 4 
oe Peete tapes 2° 0 ” : hee F 2a 2; 3 
“A Eee G9 ae 
ia 2 ewes rte 
ae eGR y fon soo Low ee ay 0 tee 
E ‘Trby-on-Humber %s.9 4 PP Se cae See C555 
Re oe, Ea20 3 NN Sarit Consent il 18) 
a a sed Oo 4 fe Shere eR, ace) 
eRe) ace 


esimesbyec 66-0 «ea 2 4 Wotlaby,<-.2%- i 22-2 2 
te) y) ° ° ° e ° o- 0 


ae : 3.0 / Pe ae 


E 

Bar it “ 2 rt : . < ar pee 
Lastly, to complete the parallel with the Leicestershire 
Beer idicds ES we may take this case (cf p. 65, note 122) :— 


-e 


Snare and Well a eee , : . 14 
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Precisely the same system prevailed in Holland as in 
Lindsey, for the “Testa de Nevill” preserves for us the 
constituents of a Holland Wapentake, that of “Elhou” :— 


Pinchbeck . > 


: ¢ : eto 

Spalding . : : : : : . 12 

Weston A s ; : ; ; een 

Moulton . ; F : 3 ‘ eG 

x Whaplode and Holbeach ‘ ; ce LS 

é Fleet . . : - ; : ‘ 256 

S Gedney . « 8 } 

> e e s e I2 
: Lutton . ste 
2 3 

Sutton , - 9? : z d me 
Tydd . -2e 

84 


The Lindsey survey would describe such a Wapentake as 
containing “7 Hundreds.” 
a Crossing the border from Lincolnshire into Rutland (ze, 
a the Rutland of Domesday), we find the same system at 
: work that meets us in the Lindsey Survey. We read :— 


In Alfnodestou Wapent’ sunt ii. Hundrez. In unoquoque 
[sunt] xii. carucate ad geldum. . . . In Martinesleie Wap’ est 
i. hundret, in quo xii. carucate ad geldum.—D.B., i. 293. 


On analysing the contents of these Wapentakes, we find 
this statement fully borne out, the former containing twenty- 
four, and the latter twelve, “carucate terre.” These are 
carefully contrasted throughout with the “terra caruca” 
or areal measure.“ 

In Yorkshire, Notts and Derby, we have less direct 
evidence. Sawley, in Derbyshire, has indeed been alleged _ 
to be entered in Domesday as a Hundred of twelve caru- 
cates, but Domesday does not justify this assertion being 


“ The aggregate of these areal measures does not bear out the state- 
ment of Domesday regarding them, the former Wapentake containing 
eighty-four ploughlands, where Domesday allows it only forty-eight. 
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made.“’ I would rather trust to the notable formula, 
which, as I explained at the outset, is common to these 
counties for proof that they also were arranged in “ Hun- 
dreds ” of twelve carucates. 

The prevalence, however, of assessment by sixes, threes, 
and twelves, meets us on every side, as does, in hidated 
districts, the assessments by fives and tens. At the outset, 
for instance, of the survey of Yorkshire we have the 
district “gelding” with the city assessed at eighty-four 
(12x 7) carucatés (which would be described in Lincolnshire 
as seven “Hundreds”). We have two lists of the details, 
which are given here.'®8 


Car. terree. Car. terre. 
Archbishop 6 Archbishop . . . 6 
Osboldeuuic. . . 6 Osboldeuuic . . . 6 
siocthtn=< 5 2 402i. 26 SLOCHetiny 2 Aer. ek OO 
Bailitde Pos atest Sa DUT 0-6 ose 3 
Heuuarde =. ---. 6 Heuuorde 2% 6 
tiie ed oP es ee eZ 
Fuleford= 3°...> 5.2! 10 Fuleforde 02-4 4s > fo 


Round the City. . 3 Round the City. . 3 
Ciiftune-. 24-57. 18 Clttting =e i aS 
Roudelif as 2 3 Roudecht= + 6. 45.4.7 253 
oer oe ae 5 Ouertune ss, 5 
Prcotaiies es ie PAC scheltime 7 24. 0 ¢ 9 
Mortun .. . 3 Mortune. 2 065 3 
Wichistun . . I Wichintun. . . 3 


SO Ones “34 


These lists have a_value independent of their illustration 
of the arrangement in threes and sixes. They show how 
Domesday breaks down, when it supplies a check upon its 
own evidence, by failing to make its details agree with its 


147 The entry is far more suggestive of the “ Hundreds” (vide infra) in 
Leicestershire, on the border of ‘which Sawley stood. This remark 
applies also to the entry (i. 2914) that Leake (Notts) “jacet in Pluntree 
Hund.” ee 

M8 See D.B., i. fos. 298, 2984, and fo. 379. 
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total; and they further show by the discrepancy between 
, them how easily error may arise, and how rash it must be 
: to argue from a single case.’ 

Yorkshire presents other traces, in its Hundreds, of the 

same system. Thus the townships in the Hundred of 
~«©Toreshou” follow one another in this order: 18, 18, 20, 
6, 18, 8, 12, 12 (8+ 4), 6, 18, 8, 18, etc. (xfra p. 88). 

But my strong evidence is found in an invaluable survey 
of Leicestershire, unknown till now to historians,’ which 
does for the carucated districts just what the /xg. Com. 
Cant. does for the hidated ones. Here we find the town- 
ships grouped in small blocks of from six to twenty-four 
“carucate terre,” as a rule with almost monotonous regu- 
larity. And these blocks are further combined in small 
local Hundreds, of which the very existence is unknown 
to historians and antiquaries,’ and which are usually 
multiples, like the Lincolnshire Wapentake, of the six- 
carucate unit. 

It will be remembered that in the case of Cambridgeshire, 
I selected for my first two examples a Hundred of 50 hides, 
composed of 5 Vills assessed at 10 hides each, and a 
Hundred of 70 hides, composed of 7 Vills, assessed at 10 
hides each. In Leicestershire, precisely in the same manner, 
I shall begin with the simplest forms and select Hundreds 
of 36 and 48 carucates, composed of Vills uniformly 
assessed at 12 carucates each. 


HUNDRED of SCALFORD, 
Scalford =. - . 12 (114+4) 
Goadby . . - 12 (6+6) 
Knipton . 3 ~ 12 (83+ 34) 


36 


49 As Mr. Pell did in the case of Clifton. 
1” Vide infra, p. 196. 


w1“There is no trace of any,” writes Canon Taylor (D, 
Studies, i. 74). 7 ylor (Domesday 
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HUNDRED oF KIsworTH, 


Kibworth (Beauchamp) 12 
Kibworth (Harcourt) . 12 
*Bocton” , : ie 
Carlton . ° - 12 (1o+13 4 3) 


48 
From these we may advance to other combinations :— 


HUNDRED OF Harpy, 


Harby and pe: PED x: 
Stathern . Pt os 
_ 36 
HUNDRED OF Tonc. 
Tong . : ; eee 1D 
Kegworth . , - 151i 
Worthington ‘ resan ae § 
“Dominicum” . park 
42 


HUNDRED OF LANGTON. 


Langton (r) { 144 (11$ + 34) 
- Thorp (Langton) 32 
Langton (2) | 52 
Tur Langton 12 
Shangton } 24) 12 (10# 2) 


48 


With these types as clues we ars in a position to assert 
that where the total assessment of a Hundred varies but 
slightly from a multiple of six, there must have been some 
slight error in one of the figures. Thus Hundreds of 354, 
347¢ Carucates, etc, may be safely assumed to have been 
Hundreds of 36 carucates; those of 41, 432, etc, would be 
of 42 carucates; those of 48%, 50, etc, would be of 48 
carucates. These slight discrepancies, precisely as in 
Lincolnshire, are accounted for by Vills of 6 or 12 carucates, 
being entered as of 54, 51%, 62, or 114, 13, etc. Thus:— 

B.H. G 
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HIUNDRED OF EASTWELL. 


Vills. Carucates. 
Eastwell : : . 12 (2+6+4) 
Eaton : ‘ . rah (3h +a 4 8x5) 
Branston. . . 12 (74+ 43) 

364 


The most usual Leicestershire Hundreds are those of 36, 42, 
and 48 carucates, which, be it observed, would be describe’l 
in the language of the Lindsey Survey as “ Wapentz es 
of 3, 34, and 4 “Hundreds” respectively. The name may 
be different: the thing is the same.” 

It will have been seen by this Survey that the “ Vills,” 
single or grouped, were assessed precisely as in Cambridge- 
shire, save that there the assessment was reckoned in fives 
and tens, while here it was in sixes and twelves. 


VIII. THE LEICESTERSHIRE “ HIDA.” 


The case of Leicestershire introduces us to a very curious, 


point. Leicestershire is not one of those counties to which 
the singular formula that I discussed above refers. This 
suggests that it was not arranged in “ Hundreds” of 
twelve carucates. The above Survey confirms this, for it 
shows us lurdreds resembling in character those found in 
the hidated districts. But although the twelve-carucate 
unit of the “ Hundred” is not found in Leicestershire, we 
do find in it a group-unit, and that unit is the 4zda. Just 
as we have seen the Hundred used in two wholly different 
senses, so also was the “hida” The quite peculiar way 
in which ‘hida” occurs in Leicestershire (which was not 
a hidated but carucated district) completely baffled Mr. 
Eyton, and was misunderstood by Mr. Pell.* Both writers 
failed to observe not only that the use of “hida” is here of 


152 As with maenols and trevs in North and South Wales. 
8 Mr. Pell tried to explain it by assuming that the Leicestershire 
carucates were really small viraates of the Azda in question ! 
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a peculiar character, but also that the normal “hida”. of 
Domesday (from which they could not emancipate them- 
selves) would be quite out of place in this carucated dis- 
trict. 

The first point to grasp is that this Leicestershire “hida ” 
was a term which, locally I mean, explained itself. It is 
used at least a dozen times in the Survey of Leicestershire 
without any mention of its contents, _ Those contents must 
have been, therefore, familiar and fixed. But what were 


those contents? Three incidental notices enable us. to de- 
termine them :— 


231 (a), 2: “Ibi est i. hida et iiijta pars i. hide. Ibi sunt xxii. 
car’ terree et dimidia.” 

236 (a), 1: “IT. partes unius hide, id est xii. car’ terre.” 

237 (4), 2: “II. partes unius hide, id est xii. car’ terre,” 


Just as the “Hundred” of Lincolnshire was a sum of 
twelve carucates, so the “Hide” of Leicestershire was a 
sum of eighteen carucates.“* Working in the light of this 


discovery (for as such I claim it), we find that the other 
“hides,” thus interpreted, give us an aggregate of “caru- 


cates” obviously suitable to the recorded ploughlands.™ It 
may, however, be fairly asked why Domesday should speak 
in one place of half a “hide,” and in another of nine “caru- 
cates”; in one place of a hide and a third, and in another 
of twenty-four carucates. The answer is that the singular 
love of variety which distinguishes Domesday in Cambridge- 
shire (as we saw) is at work here also. For instance, two 
equal estates are thus described: —‘ Willelmus iii, car’ 
terre et dimidiam et iii. bovatas, et Rogerus iiii. car’ terra 
et vii. bovatas” (fo. 2340). The same instinct which led 
the scribe to enter these seven bovates as half a carucate 
dlus three bovates, led him also to enter ten and a half 

*4 This at once shows the absurdity of taking these eighteen carucates 
to be eighteen “virgates” of a normal hide, and of all the reasoning 
based thereupon. 

155 See morebelow on this point. 
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carucates as half a hide pws a carucate and a half 


(fo. 2372). 


But to the rule I have established there is a single excep- xg 


tion. We read of “ Medeltone” in this shire: “Ibi. sunt 


vii. hide et una carucata terre et una bovata. In una- — 
quaque hida sunt xiiii. carucate terrae et dimidia ” (fo. 2350). 


The actual formula employed is unique for the shire, and 
the figures are specially given as an exception. But, with 


singular perversity, Domesday students have always been ~ 


inclined to pitch upon the exceptions as representing the 
rule, forgetting that it was precisely in exceptional cases 
that figures had to be given. In normal cases they would 
have been superfluous. 

Several years have elapsed since I wrote the above 
explanation, but I have decided to publish it exactly as it 


originally stood. In the meanwhile, however, Mr. Stevenson 
has dealt with the subject in an article on “ The Hundreds 


of Domesday: the Hundred of Land” (1890). He has ad- 


vanced the ingenious theory that the Leicestershire “hida” } 
was only a clerical error for Hfundred], and that it was ~ 


really that “Hundred” of ¢we/ve carucates which we meet 
with in the Lindsey Survey. To prove this, he reads an 
entry on 236a, I, as “ Ogerus Brito tenet in Cilebe de rege 
ii. partes unius hide, id est xii. car[ucatz] terre,’ and 
claims that this gloss defines the “hida” as a “hundred” 


of twelve carucates. I conféss “that tome such a rendering ; 


is in the highest degree non-natural. If we speak of “two- 
thirds of a yard, that is twenty-four inches,’ we should 
clearly imply that the yard itself was thirty-six inches, not 


twenty-four. Similarly, I claim to render the “ gloss” as ay 


. implying that the “hida” itself contained eighteen caru- 
cate, not twelve.” If I am right, Mr. Stevenson’s sugges- 


tion that this “hida” was really a “Hundred” also falls a 


to the ground. 


6 English Historical Review, v. 95. 


7 Mr. Stevenson, eal should surely, to obtain the meaning he 


wants, have extended car as “ car[ucatarum].” 
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After careful study of the Domesday Survey of Leicester- 
shire, I definitely hold that in that county “ carucata terre” 
was the geld-carucate and “terra x car[ucis]” the actual 
ploughlands.“* Now there are only three instances in 
which the Survey records the assessment both in terms of 
the “hida” and in “carucate terre,” and in all three the 
figures support my own theory. The Abbot of Coventry’s 
Burbage estate (231a@, 2), where a “hide” and a quarter 
equates 22} “carucate terre,” is a test-case, and Mr. 
Stevenson there takes refuge in a suggested “ beneficial 
hidation.” The exact formula, no doubt, is peculiar, but 
reference to the text shows that “s[un]t ” has been inter- 
polated between “ibi” and “xxii.” I suspect that the 
scribe had written ‘‘ibi” (from the force of habit) when he 
ought to have written “id est.” 

I close this portion of my essay by applying my own 
theory to the case of “Erendesbi” (Arnesby). The relative 
entries are :— 


“Episcopus Constantiensis tenet in Erendesberi ii car[ucatas] 


terrze et dim. et unam bovatam (231).” 
“ W[illelmus] Pevrel tenet dim. hidam et iii. bovatas terre in 


Erendesbi (235).” 


Put into figures they work out :— 


Car. Bov 
Bishop of Coutances . ‘ ‘ . 24 I 
William Peverel . : . ‘ . 9 3 
12 fo) 


So that Arnesby was a typical Vill assessed at twelve 
159 : 


carucates. 
188 J also hold the formula “ T. R. E. erant ibi x car[ucze}” to refer to 


ploughs, not ploughlands. 
19 Note that the assessment of 23 cars. represented 24 ploughlands, 


and that of 9 cars. only 7 ploughlands. No relation, therefore, can be 


yraced here. 
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IX. THE LANCASHIRE “ HIDA.” 


There is one other case of a peculiar “hide” in Domes- 


day. This is that which is found in the land “ between 
Ribble and Mersey,” that district of which the description 
offers so many peculiarities. We find it divided into six 
hundreds, and of the “hides” in the first, that of (West) 


Derby, we read: “In unaquaque hida sunt vi. carucate 
terrae” (i. 2694). Whether or not that explanation applies, 


as is believed, to the whole district, we have here again 


a “Danish” place-name brought into direct relation with © 
p ea 


the six-carucate unit. On the opposite bank of the Mersey 


lay the Wirral peninsula, in which this system of assess- 


ment cannot be traced. 

_ Mr. Green alluded to the Danish « byes” as found, by 
exception, “about Wirral in Cheshire, and held that 
Norsemen from the Isle of Man had founded “the little 
group of northern villages which we find in the Cheshire 
peninsula of the Wirral.” I cannot find. them myself. 
In his “ Notes on the Domesday Survey, so far as it relates 


to the Hundred of Wirral ” 162 (1893), Mr. Fergusson Irvine, _ 


in a paper which shows, though somewhat discursive, how 
much can only be done by intelligent local research, has 


collated all the Domesday entries. « Raby” is the one place 


I can there find in the peninsula with the « bye” termina- 


tion; while out of fifty-one entries twenty refer to places 


with the English termination “tone,” and the Anglo-Saxon 


test-words “ham” and “ford” are found in four others, - 


There were, doubtless, Norse elements in the peninsula, but 
they were not strong enough to change the place-names or 
divide the land on their own system. In the same Way, 
Chester had its “lawmen,” though it was not one of the 
Five Boroughs, nor is what I have termed the Scandinavian 


formula applied to Cheshire in Domesday. So, too, there — 


1 Conguest of England, p. 121 note. 
18 767d, , p. 276. 


! Chester Archwolo, ¢ Wl Journal, vol. v. 


nds,'* wihich occur in aie: chiar Pen as ae ewelea 
s of the Danish “Hundred.” Yet the whole system 
! hire was non- See it was” only; in short, 


chase assessment on their own » system, 


ae THE en cari UNIT. 


ee 
ae was ae hae unit in the eat We have also — 
that. the former reckoning extended over those dis- 
s piich the Pe bier: had - settled. - There’ 


yes Yet, in his eee 
no ha The liane mae the Plough, a Canon 
flor has arrived at the conclusion that 


eae of land Sane in ae year by one aes but i€ j is 
! quantity tilled in one year in one avable tala by one plough.!* — 


eriie: « novel ee ent: proposition? as its author 
described it, was probably the most notable contribu- — 


tieast Riding is en he Raat seems to ‘have & 
lished, is, at first sight, fatal to mine. But, on. the 
hand, a own theory can be proved no less clearly for 
Be eee phere ‘shez cauneates terre” ane 


T tlvocdie le Such. traces in : Voneanie we have Bo 
_ already seen,’ but there is other and stronger evidence. 
_ Ifwe take the modern peu of a oan firs 


TURBAR| Howprep. 


Hundemanebi . cadena. : yates 24 
Ricstorp, Bustcte, Scloftone, and Neu 
TON hy Sie ne rete ee ee = 13 % 
ps Blotemanebi * 5; eat lee a aehe ne cee te oe 
Muston and Neuton +: o> [sass ace eto ae “ 
‘Fordun and Ledemare. . . . . . 6 = 
Burton, Fulcheton, and Chelé> S32 30 


_ Chelc (2), Ergone, Bringeham, Estolf, = => 
ae - Fodstone, and Chemelinge. . . . 19_ 
Nadfartone. » 2. 1 1 ww. . 238 
Pochetolp.. 0 eee pa ee ee, oe ea 
Helmeswelle and Gartune. 2... gq” 


wip 08 Aeeotting to Canon Taylor’s i ingenious theory, the ratio should be 1 
= 1 (for two-field Manors), or 2 to 1-for three-field Manors. But) in wa 
Leicestershire there i is a remarkable prevalence of the 3 to 2 ratio, which bs 
his theory can, at best, only se a as exceptional. Rong 2 

1 Supra, p. 8o. = ae 

168 The figures are taken from the “ Index” to the Hunde at the 

. ‘close of the first volume of Domesday Book, and the names are arrange 

jin the same order as they are there found. 
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Hunton HunDRED 


Flaneburg and Siwardbi 244 PIETENGEIG 0, Soke on 12 
Marton. . . Aas: Ricton, Benton, and 
BLeeintODs 6 cue a TS Spetton . Fete: | 
Hilgertorp. . . 6 BochetOn ass a Neate a he 
Wivlestorp and Basin- Fleuston See coe hoee #7) | 

Gepost estat | in fro Ee DiACOnE a oss ey om 
Hrestintorp 2° 2-4 * OD Hoxholew yetesiecy ows 7 
IBleburne: 5, hs $ : 
BGSEODN 4) «sc <6 6 (792 
Boyintorp .. . 14 

BurTON HUuNDRED. 

Parton |. Bit selin 12 Rodestain ‘Ss +8+ Py ey. 
Grenzmore (4+ ay. goes) Twene< 5, « -T9z 
Prien (4042S) -<-o 5 ER Suauetorp . . a ae 
Chillon (30+11+7) . 48 Fornetorp (4 + 14 18 
Roreston (9+3) - + 12 Butruid. . Switeo Le 
Logetorp (144 54 2). a; Langetou (9 + 6). 15 
Thirnon . . ’ al Buitorp : 5 
Ascheltorp (4 + oy - 6 +36 Bruneton 342 
SOE tal aise hee eS Galmeton . . 8 
Cherendebi . . .. 13 Binneton A 6 
Caretorp(5+4+3). . 12 Widlaueston . . . 5 


The evidence of this last Hundred is so overwhelming 
that it cannot be gainsaid. 

I claim, therefore, that my theory holds good even in 
Canon Taylor’s stronghold, but I do so without venturing 
to dispute the accuracy of his own. How far they can be 
reconciled I leave to others to decide. 

There are certain difficulties, however, which his brilliant 
suggestion must raise. It is the essence of his theory that 
in a two-field Manor the ploughland of 160 acres (half 


169 There is plenty of similar evidence elsewhere in the shire. Thus we 
find the Craven Manors assessed at 6, 6, 6, 3, 3, 4, 6, 10, 2, 2, 3, 3, 3) 3y 
3y 3) 2) 3) 3) 3 carucates. These assessments would give us 24 (6 + 6 + 6 
+3+3)+24(44+ 6+ 10+2 + 2) + 18.(3°+ 3-+ 3°43. 4+ 354-3) 
+11 (2 +3 3): ; 


on) hee ~~ 
Ve 


ay hes | Domesday Book 


Bes tallow) was assessed at one Sraee terre,” nas 
_ the three-field Manor the plonghland of 180 acres (a thi 
; fallow) was assessed at two. This would be an obvi 
and gross injustice. Again, remembering that, accordi 
to the Canon, the proportion of “carucatez” to ploug 
_ lands should be either 2 to 1 or I to 1, Shak nie ae 
_ make of such figures as these, taken at a venture from - 
_ page of the Leicestershire Survey (232a, 1):— es : 


ea Carncatze. Plougiiands. Carucata. Ploughlands, 


There is, however, in so Many cases an approximation to-3 § 


_ there seems to have been some underlying idea, if we could 


and the carucate ad geldum, we could then, and only then, 


are not in a position to explain how a system of assess-~ 


ttt 2 52°40. 25 oa 
“s Bee ae Z mF 2" F 
BA oS, yw a @ suse he 
58 2% os 7 ei¢ 42S 
ae Pat Be, Ts 6 
2§ 4 Bee ee. ES 
: oor j ire LO) taal oe 
OF ui 4 eae aie on 
sro oe C4 
| ae 6. . 4 (thrice) . 
29:20 9S a 4 -.- es 


It is certainly difficult a discover any regular or con a 


sistent assessment in a system where the ploughland was 
represented by anything from 3 carucata to 2% carucatac. — 


an assessment of three carucate for two ploughlands, that — 


only trace it out. But for this there is needed a special — 
investigation of all the carucated counties, a work of great 
labour and requiring local co-operation. If we could have : 
tables for each county, arranged Hundred by Hundred and - ; 
Vill by Vill, showing in parallel columns the ploughland | 


venture to speak positively. Till that is accomplished we 


ment, based on actual area, could result in aggregate assess-_ = 


—— ds 


ments uniformly expressed “in terms of eo six-carucate Pe 
unit. - = 
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XI. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS. 


In seeking a clue to the origin of that artificial assess- 
ment, of which the traces, whether more or less apparent, 
linger on the pages of Domesday, I propose to exclude the 
carucated district, because we require, as I have said, more 
complete evidence as to the system pursued within it, and 
because, being associated with the settlement of the Danes 
it represents a later introduction, while the very name 
“carcucate,’ as I observed in Domesday Studies, has, unlike 
the mysterious “hide,’ an obvious connexion with the 
ploughland. Confining ourselves to the district assessed in 
terms of the “ hide,” we seek to learn the origin of the 
system by which, as I contend, it was divided for the pur- 
pose of taxation into blocks, each of which was expressed 
in terms of the five-hide unit. 

Now if we follow the clue afforded by the Cambridge- 
shire evidence, and hold that the assessment was originally 
laid not on the Manor, nor even on the Vill, but on the 
Hundred as a whole,’ it might be suggested that the 
Hundred itself subdivided the amount among its con- 
stituent elements. In practice, indeed, from the nature of 
the case, this. principle must have prevailed in every cow 
assessed at a Hundred or Half-Hundred, for where an urban 
community was assessed in “hides” the burgesses must, 
as in later days, have settled among themselves the propor- 
tion to be borne by individuals or individual properties. 
If, then, they were able to do this, and if, as I hold, town 
and country were assessed on the same principle, as part 
of the same system, what was to prevent their neighbours, 
in the court of the rural Hundred, similarly distributing 
among its constituents their respective shares of the com- 
mon burden? 

We might even be tempted to go far further than this, 
and to carry our discoveries to a logical conclusion. If, as 
is asserted, direct taxation (“geld”) began in England 


10 Supra, pp. 49, 63. 
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with the need for raising money to buy off the Danes, le 
‘us ask ourselves how the Witan would proceed when co 
Ee nted with a demand, let us say, for £10,000. As “there 5 
_ had been hitherto, er / hypothest, no direct taxation, there" 
would be no statistical information at their disposal, en- vax 
_abling them to raise by a direct levy the sum required, _ 
Their only possible resource, we might hold, would be to — 
_ apportionate it in round sums among the contributory 3 
shires. Proceeding on precisely the same lines, the county Ss 
court, in its turn would distribute the guoza of the shire 
among its constituent Hundreds, and the Hundred court — 
would thenassign toeach Vill its share. As the Vills were 
represented in the Hundred court, and the Hundreds in 
the Shire court, the just apportionment of the Shire’s guota 
would be thus practically secured. The arrangement would, 
moreover, be as satisfactory to the Witan as it was fair to 
the contributors zzter se; for, by this gradation of respon- — 
sibility, the payment of the whole was absolutely secured. 
This explanation is very tempting, and, indeed, such a 
system of apportioning liability is to be traced from time 
immemorial in the Indian village community. a7 More- ee 
over, if the ratio of “hides” to ploughlands were found iach 
vary to any marked extent, according to county, these 
hypothesis that the quota, in the first instance, was laid <S 
‘upon each county would duly explain the ratio assess- 
ment being higher or lower in one county than in another. . 
_ But such an hypothesis would imply that this assessment 
dated only from the days of A®thelred, or cévc. 1000. Now 
the five-hide unit, on the contrary, was undoubtedly an old — 
institution. Church lordships, the easiest to trace, appear 
to have ee their hidation unchanged from . early — 
times, and the “possessio decem familiarum” of Bede 
seems to carry the decimal system back to very early days, 
Mr. Seebohm, indeed—though, like others, he had failed to 


1 Compare the “Reparto de la contribucion,” found in the Spanish. 
village communities, the members of which apportioned the assessment _ 
among themselves. 


Aiea we must, Bie course, trace 


Ee atificial eer ene Ca either to the Romans, (2) or — ‘ 


Britons—assuming them to have had the same sys-_ 
- existed in Wales for the food-rents, (3) or to” the 


7 ed: at - this point by the difficulty of assigning to the . : 
=m I have described its real origin, I dropped these ez 


ee een “that offers, I venture to think, the most. S 
é ae of success. . 


_ the several a 


the ‘cause La the Re tere he Beer ek If, as was 
se, West Wales was assessed on quite a different scale 
the counties adjoining it on the east, it may suggest a 
° ee no a Lae than that, when the latter 


any relation 
their area ena the sums ae contributed to the 


of the counties may vary more or less from the 
=: extent ;’ in the second we have no proof that the 
ment had always been the same, through the tendency 
early days, no doubt, was to stereotype such figures, — 
must not, therefore attempt close or detailed investig 


te aM ae the witness to a eters of things prevailing in the 
distant past. f 
On comparing the eoatsburions to) ant geld ‘ at two : 
shillings on the hide with the (modern) area of counties, we. 
find that a rate of about a pound for every seven squa 
miles prevailed widely euguey to be almost described 
“normal. : 3 y 


The three eastern counties work out thie 


(At}).- Actual’'Sum, > 
ae a Hec38, pa 
Nortolk, “5.2 2 E59 sae 3027 «330 3 : i 
Suffolk G59. Viele rage sat07. vb 235 Ok Sper 
ESSEX nutes 1,542 . 2202 . 236 8 OS ites 
is Th all three cases the proportion to the square mile is be 
_tween a sixth and a seventh of a pound. In ate ft 
shire itis just under, in Sussex just over, a seventh :— . 


Square Miles. 


Square Miles. (At 4). Actual Sum. 
J patted es me ent 5 es dah 
Cambridgeshire 820 angi Arar 


BUSSE Kas Sen ae 1,458 . 2087 . 209 18 6 
Most remarkable, however, is this Midland group — 


Square Miles. (At }). Actual Sum, 
& et 
Leicestershire 700° SS Fans areageen. oat ae 
Warwickshire . S850 teGE = gehen eee 
Worcestershire. = 738. «105% . tor 5 4 : 
Gloucestershire 1,224. 1748 | 179 11 8 


Somerset a 1,640 » 2347. 227 10.4 


18 The anomalous position of Rutland also was, of course, a disturbi P 
~ element. 


) ye the ie a contrast it re to the groups. of 
lying respectively to the south-east and the north- 
os _ The es vee a rate twice as acs * 


"Square Miles, | [At #) "Actual Sums. 

rt : Zs. da. 

745 Siete Mey ser ea Y vet 
- 756 F316. 239 
sae 2067 200 
1354 ae + 388 


ted rate of 3 creche give. Middlesex was so. excep-- 
loa county, that one hardly likes to include it, but — 
. also the rate was a little over two-sevenths. 

the other hand, the counties to the north- west of | 


x ay Gui De saitatin and Derby, mith a joint 
of 1,855 miles, contributed only £108 8s. 6d, repre- . 

enting one-seventeenth ; 74 while Staffordshire, with its 

‘miles, is found paying £44 Os. 11d, a rate scarcely 

ore than one twenty-seventh. Passing to the opposite 

ner of the realm, we have Kent, always a wealthy 

Bey, assessed at the NSE & low rate of about one- 


Bef se fasta seem faapassibte to resist the conclusion that Fay 5 ee 
ese ae te 2 rates we have traces of a Pee as” 


eet for instance, stich had so ~ 

( = ete first, its independent existence, and 

en its local institutions, had succeeded in preserving an 
a sessment that its Sins had cause to envy. In the 
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west, Cornwall similarly enjoyed a low, indeed a tonne 
assessment, while that of Devon, though higher than-this, — 
was so significantly lower than those of Somerset and — Pes 
- Dorset’® as to remind us that here, in part at least, the — 
“Welsh” long held their own. If the incidence of geld — 
_ were shown by shading a map of England, on the plan so” 
successfully adopted in Mr. Seebohm’s great work, it 
would show that the heavily assessed counties were those — 
_ which formed the nucleus of the old West-Saxon realm. 
All round this nucleus the map would shade off sharply, 
another sudden change marking the Danish counties on 
the north, the Jutish kingdom on the east, and the British — 
district in the south-west. It is, perhaps, worthy of re- 
mark that Shropshire was assessed twice as heavily as 5 
the adjoining county of Stafford, possibly because part of _ 
it was added, at a very early period, to the kingdom of the 
vest Saxons. If Mr. Eyton was right in his reckoning 
that Kesteven was assessed twice as heavily as Lindsey, — 
and Lindsey, in turn, twice as heavily as Holland, it would _ 
illustrate the survival of local distinctions even within — 
the compass of a modern county, as well as the “ shading 
off” tendency of which I have already spoken. 
The point I have here endeavoured to bring out is that 
if the system of artificial assessment were of Roman or _ 
British origin, we should expect to find it fairly uniform 
over the whole country, whereas we find, on the contrary, 
the very widest discrepancies. It might be urged, perhaps, 
that these were due to the differing conditions of particular — 
counties, to their more or less partial reclamation, for 
instance, of the date when they were assessed. But this 
would not account for the grouping I have traced, and 
would imply that each county ought to differ Sega i 


“5 Probably 34, as against about + for Somerset and Dorset jointly. Sea 
116 See Mr. Green’s maps in his work, The Making of England, and Bes 
Mr. Freeman’s map of “ Britain in 597,” in vol. i. of his Norman C. onguest, = 
The figures for Hampshire, unfortunately, are wanting in the roll ot I 56, 2 
as in that of 1130. : ve = 
4 


rigin of the Hundred 


would it explain the case of Font where a county 
that must have been foremost in early development and 
rity enjoyed a phenomenally low assessment. 
ther objection that may be raised to my hypothesis 
at the Hundred, as an area for police and rating, was 
r paratively late institution, and that if the artificial 
of assessment were as ancient as I suggest, it could 

e operated, as we saw, in Cambridgeshire, it did 
through the “Hundred.” It is, however, admitted 

, athe: thing represented by the “Hundred” was, what- 
its seein name, of. immemorial aie as the 


etitiition of ve two, and fa skilfully Spe on the 
fferentiation of villages originally possessing one name 
common as a hint that some such subdivision may have — 
een going on more widely than is known. It seems to me 
be at least possible that the district originally represent- 
a Hundred, and named, as we are learning, in most 
; from the primitive meeting-place of its settlers, was 
ned as so many multiples of five or ten hides, and | 
this aggregate was Cee distributed by its 

munity among themselves.” 

Be If it be not presumption to touch on ee: controversies as 
» the Hundred,” I would suggest that while agreeing with 
Stubbs, that the aah of “ Hundred” may be traced to 
*79__which did not, however, create 


Pie ee in tis Cor GaAlaliondl | Bi hetory) that “ ‘under 
name of -geographical hundreds we have the pee . 


vestige of the. primitive pasenertt Es, in “thé district’ ‘itse 
-an earlier or a later subdivision of the kingdom to which 
it belonged.” 8° For my part, I have never been able 
understand the anxiety to identify the district known, 
later days, as a “Hundred” with an original hundred 
warriors, families, or hides. The significant remark o 
the “ centeni” by Tacitus, that “quod primo numerus fui 


that by the time of the Grace the “Hundred ” had be 
come, like the “hide” of Domesday, a term even more 
variance with fact. Indeed, in his masterly “Introduct 
sketch,” Dr. Stubbs observed that the “ superior divisions’ 
made by the “new-comers” would “have that indefinite- 
ness which even in the days of Tacitus belonged to the 
Hundreds, the centend of the Germans,’ and that their 
“system” would be “transported whole, at the point of os 
development which it has ge at home.”# 


The suggestion-I have made as to the suet of the five- 
hide system is tentative only, and must remain so until we 
have at our disposal for the whole hidated region that 
complete and trustworthy analysis of assessment, on the 
need of which I again insist, at the risk of wearisome — 
iteration. 


XII. THE EAST ANGLIAN a Leek 2? 


In Norfolk and Suffolk we find Domestay recording 
assessed values not, as everywhere else, at the outset of an - 
eniy but at its close; not in | terms of hides and carucates, 


x 


* Vol. i., pp. 98,99 Cf. Select Charters, p. 25 : “It is sometimes ae 
that the Hundred is a primitive subdivision consisting of a hundred hides: 
of land, or apportioned to a hundred families, the great objection to 


which theory is the impossibility of reconciling the historical Hundreds 
with any such computation.” 


" Select Charters, p. 6 
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but in terms of shillings and pence. Instead of saying that 
a Manor paid on so many “hide” or “carucate terre,” 
Domesday, in the case of these counties, normally employs 
the phrase: “x denarii_de gelto.” Its meaning is that to 
every pound paid by the Hundred as geld the Manor contri- 
buted x pence.” Thus, in the case of a Hundred assessed 
at a hundred hides, the formula for a five-hide Manor 
would be here “xii. denarii de gelto,” instead of the usual 
“defendit se pro v. hidis,’ or some such phrase as that. 
There is an exact parallel to this method of recording 
assessed values in the case of fractions of knights’ . fees 
where portions of land are entered as paying so much 
“when the scutage is forty shillings,” instead of being 
assessed in terms of the knight’s fee.'® This system would 
seem, however, to have been understood, imperfectly if at 
all. I may, therefore, point out that its nature is clear 
from the case of the Suffolk Hundred of Thingoe. 

The case of this Hundred is singularly instructive. We 
find its twenty “Vills” grouped in dlocks, preciscly as in 
the Cambridgeshire Hundreds, and these blocks are all 
equal units of assessment, like the ten-hide groups of the 


hidated districts. But in this case we can go further still. 


For we are not dependent on Domesday alone. The portion 
of a special Survey executed about a century later (circ, 
1185) for Abbot Sampson of St. Edmund’s, which relates 
to its Hundred, is fortunately preserved, and gives us the 
name of the twelve “leets” into which this Hundred was 
divided.’** 

Here are the divisions recorded in it, with the Domesday 


1 Thus, the first entry for East Anglia (ii. 109 4) has “de xx. solidis 
reddit xvi, d. in gelto.” 

183 Compare also the very curious system of “purses” adopted by the 
Cinque Ports. The “purse” was £4 7s., and to every “purse” Sand- 
wich, for instance, paid twenty shillings, while, whenever it paid such 
twenty shillings, its four “members” were assessed to pay three and 
fourpence apiece towards it. 

184 Tn hundredo de Tinghowe sunt xx. villae ex quibus constituuntur 
Tedetes quas sic distinguimus.” Gage’s Su/olk, p. xii. 
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pani one sHOUNr and: “their concurrent 1 


Bho Prékiscie Maitland, in Ne : Dicceutalisn on the 
Ce ‘History of the Word Leet,” pronounces this “ the earliest 
occurrence of the word” that he has seen. But I can 
carry it back to Domesday itself. Though not entered in 
_ the Zndex Rerum, we find it in such instances as these :— 

_“ Hfundredum] de Grenehou de xiv. letis” (il. 1199). 
_“Hund[redum] et eim[idium] de Clakelosa de x. leitis” (ii. 
2126). 


I think it probable that in these cases the entry hdarenes 
ato stand first on the original return for the Hundred, 
and so—as in the I.E., where it is derived from the original _ 
returns,—the general emer crept in. Though Professor 

poeiend has to leave ie origin of the word uHEARIDES 


a Danek legd, described by Dr. Skeat as a Aiisren of 
the country (in Denmark) for military conscription, and 
the East Anglian /eet, a division of the any (as we 
have seen) for purposes of taxation. 

Sudbury, it will be observed, was a quarier of the Hundred 


_ dred,**8 and Wisbech a quarter of a Hundred.’ 

Having thus obtained from the Hundred of Thingoe 
‘the clue to this peculiar system, we can advance to more 
be, - difficult types. The Hundred of Thedwastre, for instance, 


8 Select Pleas in Manorial Gaia (Selden Society), I., Ixiii.—Ixxvi, 
tae 186 Thid., p. Ixxvi. : 
‘8ST De gelto v. sol’” (D.B., ii. 2862). Sudbury was an outlying portion © 
a of the Hundred of Thingoe, in which is situated Bury St. Edmunds, of 
_ which we read (D.B., ii. 372): “ quando in hundredo solvitur ad geldum, 
oe 4, libra, tunc inde exeunt Ix. d. ad victum monachorum.” This substitu- 
bx - tion, apparently, of Sudbury (as three leets) for Bury St. Edmunds (of 
- which the monks received the geld) deserves inyestigation. 
“188 See p. 58. . 
189 « Wisbeche, quee est quarta pars centuriatus insula” (Lider E liensis 


; Pe ae 


ae Thingoe,'” just as Huntingdon was a quarter of a Hun- we 


was divided ae into eee vidas aki paying twe 
pe pence in the pound, but into nine blocks, each p. 
twenty-seven. This assessment allowed a margin 
a for every pound (ze £1 Os. 3d); but in the case 
=o » Thedwastre the total excess was ek ee on a Se 
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: The same unit of 27 (%9)—0r, which comes to ae 
_ same thing, 134 (18)—was adopted in Risbridge Hun- st 
_ dred. In this case no less than five Manors are assessed 
at the same unit—134d. So, again, in the Hundred 

= Blackbourn the units are 344d. and 174d., one Manor b g 
assessed at the former, and five at the fateer sum. & 
is the key to the ee system of East ues assess 
ment. 


hee 


- ee The Hundred and the Geld 


is to be noted "that. twenty shillings ” represents 
ides at two shillings on the hide (the normal Danegeld 
, and thus suggests that in Norfolk, as in Cambridge- 


2 hee Hundreds were normally assessed in multiples — 
C The point, however, that I want to bring 


s that ae ee not the Manor, nor even the. Vill, 
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ntity of iced two ne was an aunperted conjecture. 


ee 


It of leaving it unassailed has been that arguments are 
< upon it. There appeared in the English Historical 
w 108 July, bgeae a Pope ee bar: Agee Um in which — 


elev the “alleged identity was first sssetted. by Arch: 


> 


: deacon Hale, who wrote in his Danes ay of <St. Pant sae 


The word solanda, or, as it is written at p. 142, Scolanda, is so 
evidently a Latinized form of the Anglo-Saxon sulung, or plough- 
land, and approaches so near to the Kentish solinus, that we need 

carely hesitate to consider them identical. 


‘ Let us start from the facts. In the Domesday of Kent. 
d the form solin, or its Latin equivalent so/inum, used — 

- the | unit of assessment, like the hide and the carucate 

other: countries. — ue the Kent monastic surveys it is 


190 66 a Sparle et in Sine xviii. d. quando hundret epee xx 


et in Acra vi. d. et in pichensam xii. d. quicunque ibi teneat Bos : 


9). See also note 182, . 
A Oe: Domesday Studies, p. 117. 
192 ppoted from the English. Historical Review, October, 1892. 


c= 


o long as it remained a conjecture only, its correction — = 
not urgent; but since then, as is so often the case, the 
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found as su/lung or suolinga. But when we turn to the 
Domesday of St. Paul’s, we find—first, that instead of 
being universal, as in Kent, it occurs only in three cases ; 
secondly, that the form is solande, solanda, scholanda, sco- 
landa, ot even (we shall see) Scotlande; thirdly, that it is 
not employed as a unit of assessment at all. 

The three places where the term occurs in the Domesday 
of St. Paul’s are Drayton and Sutton in Middlesex, and 
Tillingham in Essex. Hale would seem to have arrived at 
no clear idea of what the word meant. At p. xiv. he wrote 
that “a solanda consisted of two hides, but probably in 
this case the hide was not of the ordinary dimension.” At 
p. Ixxviil. he inferred, from a reference to “la Scoland” 
in a survey of Drayton, that “*ploughed land’ would 
seem to be opposed to ‘Scoland.’” At p. cx. he was led 
by the important passage—‘De hydis _hiis decem, due 
fuerunt_in dominio, una in scolanda, et vii. assisae ”—to 
suggest that it “appears to denote some difference in the 
tenure.” This last conjecture seems the most probable. 


survey of 1222:— 


Juratores dicunt quod manerium istud defendit se versus regem 


duas hidas, et sunt geldabiles cum hidis de Sutton. 


Hale (p. 119) believed that this Solande de Chesewich was 
no other than the Scotlande thesaurarit of 118, namely the 


prebend of Chiswick. The above passage should further 
be compared with the survey of Caddington (1222) 


Dicunt juratores quod manerium istud defendit se versus regem 
pro x. hidis . . . preter duas prebendas quae sunt in eadem 
parochia. art 


The formula is the same in both cases, and a solanda was 


clearly land held on some special terms, and was not a 


measure or unit of assessment at all. Indeed Hale himself 


admitted that it could not be identified with one or with 
two hides, ‘ 


_If we take the case of Sutton and Chiswick, we read in the 


pro tribus hidis preter solandam de Chesewich que per se habet — 


A x Goins ” was a Peet cae 105 


Fortunately I have discovered an occurrence of the 
_ word solanda which conclusively proves that it meant an 
estate, such as a prebend, and was not a unit of " measure- 
ment. We have, in 1183, a “grant by William de Belmes, 
- canon of St. Paul’s, to the chapter of that church, of the 
Church of St. Pancras, situate in his solanda near London” 
(ze. his prebend of St. Pancras), etc.%? This solves the 
mystery. The three so/ande at Tillingham were no other 
_ than the three prebends—Ealdland, Weldland, and Recul- 
_verland—which that parish actually contained. ™ 

_ Hale, however, misled Mr. Seebohm, who in his great 
work: on the Luxglish ee Community (p. 54), wrote of 
‘Tillingham : — 


; _ There was further in this Manor a double hide, called a solanda, 
presumably of 240 acres. This double hide, called a solanda, is 
also mentioned in a Manor in Middlesex [Sutton], and in another in | 


_ Surrey [Drayton] "°°; and the term solanda is probably the same as _ 


the well-known “S pee ” or “solin” of Kent, meaning a “ piaaah 
* ‘| and. ” : , 
x Proceeding further (p. 395), Mr. Seebohm wrote :— 


Generally in Kent, and sometimes in Sussex, Berks, and Essex 
we found, in addition to, or instead of, the hide or carucate, or 
“terra unius aratri,” solins, sullungs, or swullungs, the land per- 
‘% taining to a “suki,” the Anglo-Saxon word for plough. 


Unfortunately no reference is given for the cases of Sussex 
_and Berks, and I know of none myself. 

Turning now to the learned work of Professor Vino- 
~ gradoff, we find him equally misled :— 


: Of the sulung I have spoken already. It is a full ploughland, 
_ and 200 acres are commonly reckoned to belong to it. The name | 
is sometimes found out of Kent, in Essex for instance. In Tilling- 
= ham, a gs of St. Paul’s, of London, we come across six hides 


19 Ninth Resor on Historical MSS., App. I., 38. 


104 Domesday of St. Pauls, p. iv. 
1% This isa slip. Drayton was in Middlesex, and the words (which 


Se Nir. Seebohm quotes) are “cum ua hida de solande.” 


Fein solandarum.” The most probable explanation seems to 
that the hide or unit of assessment is contrasted with the solan 
or sulland 1° (sulung,) that is with the actual ploughland, and tw 
hides are reckoned as a single solanda (p. 255). Best. : 
Lastly, we come to Mr. Seebohm’s reply to Professor 
_ Vinogradoff (anze, PP. 444-465). Here the pare is aga 
assumed : — ee 
Along with parts of Baer the Kentish records differ in “teens os 
- logy from those of the rest of England. Their sullungs of 240 acre 
occur also in the Manors of Essex belonging to St. Paul’s, and th 
custom of gavelkind and succession of on ee child mark it a 
~ off as exceptional. Mr. Vinogradoff . shows that in the 
Kentish district, and in Essex, sHiete, the sullung solanda takes 
the place of the hide, and where gavelkind prevailed, the unity o 2 
the hides and virgates was preserved only for the purposes of taxatio 
and the services; whilst in reality the holdings clustered under the 2 
~ nominal unit were cnany and irregular. sas 


‘I yield to no one in admiration for Mr. Seebahent’s wo 
_ but the question. raised is so important that accuracy as 
2 the fact is here essential. (1) Sullung is nowhere found 
in Essex, but ous solanda! (2) Solanda does not occur 
“in the Manors” referred to, but at Tillingham_ sole ee 
(3) In Essex it nowhere “‘takes the places of the hide,” 
jt does in Kent; (4) The Essex instance adduced by Pro ~ 
fessor Winberanor is taken from a Manor where solanda 
does not occur. ; Re TEN: 
Two issues—quite distinct—are involved. i the first 
‘place, Mr. Seebohm contends that Professor Vinogrado , 
must not argue from “the custom of Kent” to the rest of | 
England, because (inter alia) Kent, unlike the rest of 
England, was divided into swdungs, which points to some 
difference in its organization.” This contention is sound, 
and is actually strengthened if we reject the identity — 
sulung and solanda. But, in the second place, he 
~deavours to explain away the Essex case of subdivision at 


19% | know of no authority for this form. 
17 The “Lathes” of Kent of course point in the same directior : 


Mi \ Se 


= ee hate is aaa te the facts of the case. 


_ Let us then look more : closely at the Essex instance of 
_ subdivision. It is taken from one Manor alone, the great - 


_ county. This “soke” comprised the townships of Thorpe 
_ “le soken,” Kirby “le soken,” and Walton “le soken” 

“(better known as Walton-on-the-Naze). Such names pro- 
3 claim the Danish origin of the community, and it is note- 


~ 


worthy that the “hidarii,” on whom the argument turns, 
are found only at Thorpe and Kirby, the very two town- 


"ships which bear Danish names. This circumstance points 


to quite another track. That the system in this little 


corner of Essex was wholly peculiar had been pointed out 
ey Bag and it ene perhaps have ae in the 


: The two facts on which I aout 
Ey afeee are thie at Thorpe, according to Hale, “the 
holders of the nine hides aus 1279) possessed also among: 
E ‘them seventy-two messuages,” which, by its proportion of 
eight to the hide, favours Mr. Seebohm’s views; and that 
he holdings of the “hidarii” were rigidly formed on the 
decimal system (such as 60, 30, 15, 74 acres, or 40, 20, Io, 
5 acres), 8 unlike the holdings of an odd number of acres 


the Essex system was clearly the necessity of keeping the 
holdings in a fixed relation to the hide, that their proportion 
o ee hide’s service | might be oe determined. These 


ee that it was divided (as Mr. Seebohm has ex- 


298 » Professor ee et, states, on ‘the contrary, that “all are irregu- 


_ “soke” of Eadwulfsness, in the north-east corner of the - 


on the Kentish Manors of St. Augustine’s. The reason for :— 


> oe 


* 


a 
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plained) into four quarters known as juga, just as the hide : 


‘was divided into four virgates. Mr. Seebohm bases this 


statement on Anglo-Saxon evidence,” but it is abundantly ~ 


confirmed by Domesday, where we read of Eastwell (in — = 


Kent): “pro uno solin se defendit. Tria juga sunt infra 
divisionem Hugonis, et quartum jugum est extra ” Gc Ygyeme 
So far all is clear; but Prosessor Vinogradoff, on the con- 
trary, asserts that “the yokes (juga) of Battle Abbey (in — 
Kent) are not virgates, but carucates, full ploughlands” 
(p. 225). This assertion is based on a very natural mis- 
apprehension. In the Battle Manor of Wye (Kent) we find — 
that the jugum itself was divided into four quarters, called 
“virgates” which were. each, consequently, the sixteenth, 
not, as in the hidated district, the fourth of a ploughland. 
Professor Vinogradoff, naturally assuming that theo se 
“virgate” meant the same here as elsewhere, inferred that — 
four “virgates” (that is, a juga) must ‘constitute a full 


ploughland. But this change of denotation goes further = 


still. The Battle Cartulary records yet another “virgate,” 


namely, the fourth (not of a ploughland, but) of an acre i 
This led me, on its publication, to wonder whether we have sgt 


here the clue to the origin of the somewhat mysterious 
term “virgate.” Starting from the acre, we should have 
in the vérgaia (rood) its quarter, with a name derived from 
the virga (rod) which formed its base in mensuration. The 
sense of “quarter” once established, it might be trans- 
ferred to the quarter of a yugum, or the quarter of a hide. 
This is a suggestion which, of course, I advance with all 
diffidence, but which would solve an otherwise insoluble 
problem. The relation of the bovate to the carucate, and | 
of the jugum to the su/ung, are both so obviously based 


upon the unit of the plough-team that they raise no diffi- “< 


culty. But the term “ virgate” does not, like them, speak 


for itself. If we might take it to denote merely a “quarter” — = 


of the hide, it would become a term of relation only, leaving 
the “hide” as the original unit. Should this suggestion 


199 English Village Community, pp. 54, 139, ees 


pebidation. For the names, in my opinion, ‘mote some 
achronism. The feature of the list is that it shows us, us 
s tenants-in-chief, the leading tenants of Bishop Odo; cee 
and the change of most interest to genealogists is the suc- 
é ession of Patrick “de Caurcio” to the holding of HEL 

de Hesdin, ; 


XIV. THE “ see UNIUS Noctis.” 


The curious and evidently archaic institution of the 
rma unius noctis was clearly connected with the problem _ 
of hidation. In Somerset the formula for a Manor contri- 
-buting to this firma was :— 


¥ wee Nunquam geldavit nec scitur quer hide sint tb} (i. 85). 


rs 
Bx In Dorset it ran:— 


Ss -Nescitur quot dey sint ibi quia non cldabat T.R.E. (i. 7 5). 


ig 


In Wiltshire we read :— 


"Nunquam geldavit nec hidata fuit, oy nunquam geldavit : iter : 
; 3 nescitur quot hidze sint ibi.’” \ eee 
In all. these entries the “hide” is” , recognised as merely | a 

_ measure of assessment quite independent of area. . 

_ Hampshire affords us, in a group of Manors, a seritlelige 
good instance in point. . Of peeks Kingsclere, and 
ee ‘Esseborne,” we read; cae 


ae The pica e ‘quot hidze sint ibi” is of importance, Lente such — 
i Ae mule as “T.R.E. geldabat pro ii. hidis, sed tamen swzéibi xii. hide,” 
ve sometimes been understood to imply two ee but twelve 
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: dimidiam diem firmze tempore Regis E. Numerum hidarum nesciunt- 3 


adjacent counties of Dorset, Somerset, Wiltshire, and 


archaic but uniform system of provision for the needs of Se 


_ to the significant fact of such Manors having never been 


_ Rex tenet indominio aM NOTMAIaAL Regale manerium a 
semper. Numquam geldum dedit, nec hida ibi distributa fuit . . . 
Cleve tenet rex in dominio. De firma Regis Edwardi fuit, et 2 


pertinet ad firmam diei de Basingestoches. Numerum hidarum % = 


nescierunt. ... : eS 
Esseboyne tenet rex in dominio. De firma Rees Edward, fuit. 
Numerum hidarum non habent .. . aX 
Hec tria maneria, Basingestoches, Clere, Essebome, reddaaee are 
firmam unius diei (39). 5 


Other Manors are found about the county displaying. the 
same peculiarity. 
Apse rex tenet Bevtune. De firma Regis E. fait, et eae ‘nat 
diem firme reddidit in omnibus rebus. . . . Nunquam in 
hid(is) numeratum fuit. .. . Numerum hidarum non dixerunt. 
Ipse rex tenet Edlinges in dominio. Hoc manerium reddidit 


(38). 
Manors, such as. Andover, not hidated, clearly belonged 
to the same system, though neither their value nor their 
render is given. a 

Thus, then, within the limits of Wessex, in the four - : 23 


Hants, we find surviving, at the time of the Conquest, an 


the Crown by the assignment of certain estates or groups” 
of estates, the render of which was expressed in terms of 
the “firma noctis” or “firma diei,” and which, unlike the 
country around them, had never been assessed i in “hides,” 

Mr. Seebohm hints slightly at this firma system,2 ea = 
only speaks of it as existing in Dorset. Nor does he allude 


hidated. It would lead us far afield to speculate on the origin: 
of this system, or to trace its possible connection with the _ 
Welsh gwestva.™ Nor can we here concern ourselves with 


1 English Village Community, 212 note. 


* We might also compare the droit de site on the other side of 
the Channel. 


ation « asa common fines is Hug pone I ot to 
iphasize. : ee 
Th system of grouping Pahthipst in the west for the ae a 
if of a food- rent (firma unius noctis) was exactly Be 
_ para el ‘to the grouping in the east for the payment, not of i 

ut of “geld.” We can best trace this parallel in 
et, because the firma untus noctis of the days before es 
Becacst had been there commuted for a money pays 
ment at the time of Domesday. Turning to the Cambridge- — 
hi ec: SS of Sear iow, we find one of its “ eee 


are ‘the ae eerse: groups ae: sete eZ each charged a. 
h the pesee of a line unius noctis. 


- _ Commutation. . 
ome jon (with Borough of Langport) ate ator 
hedder oe Tee of Esbridee): weal Oo 02 


2 


fo seas st sitet ya ee pee 
es edie ~ 42 8 4 
ieee LN POST ae) 


ie = be Domesday Book 


Of these two last, Milborne Port is entered as having 
paid three-quarters of a firma noctis under the Confessor, — ey 
while Bedminster—though in the midst of this group of 
jirma Manors—is alone in having no render T.R.E. assigned 
to it. One is tempted to look on the two as originally com- 
bined in one firma (like Somerton and Chedder), save degeee . 
the whole width of the country divides them, while in the — 
other cases the constituents are grouped geographically. 

The Wiltshire Manors, each of which rendered a a firma 
unius noctis, were— : 


Ploughlands. _Valets, “Sea 


Calne . . 3 =~ 420) 
Bedwin . $ : Te. 3 
= Amesbury< 20-2 (lta a, MACS “oe 
Warminster . : fom : Hen 
- Chippenham . : 7 100 has eras 
i sta ceeie ‘ft: -. ago & 100 


= 


fairly be doncuded that, in this district the alte. of thes 
“firma” was about £105. In Somerset, however, theres 
_was clearly a special sum, £106 os. 10d, on which calcula- ; 
tions were based. 

An examination of Mr. Eyton’s statements on the firma — 
unius noctts in Somerset and Dorset would prove a Pees 
liarly conclusive test of his whole system. = 

In the case of Somerset one need not dwell on his giving 
its amount for the Williton group as £105 16s. 64d. when 
the sum named is £105 17s. 41d, although: absolute accu-_ 
racy is, in these matters, essential. We will pass at once 
to the bottom of the page (ii. 2), and ee his gene a 
of Domesday with the original :-— — ee 


_ “T.R.E. reddebat dimidiam “Reddebat T.R.E. -dimidiam : 
firmam noctis et quadrantem” noctis firmam et “unum quadran- 
(Domesday). v tem” (Eyton). 


‘Domesday gives the payment (in a characteristic phrase), : 
as three-quarters [a half and a quarter] of a firma noctis, 


“quadrantem,” with the result that he represents the 


mmutation of the due T.R.W. at £79 tos. 7a. This 


for a whole firma noctis (£106 Os. tod.) Mr. Eyton, 


doubtless a change which took into’ consideration the 
means and enhanced value of Meleborne.” 


% rod iced to account for a anes which does not exist. 


co are so exticably confused with the real facts ae 
eee that, virtually, one can never be sure if one is 


At ae far more startling thatt the case of Somerset is that’ 
Dorset, zene ae to Ses Mr. oh here held 


a at ae Mee tence of rte (p. 70)! Exeter, hice: 
rds a good comparison, paid only £18 (as render), though 
th king had 285 houses there: the three Dorset towns in 


= 


cording to him, £312. The mere comparison of these 


- is sufficient. But further, Mr. Eyton observes 


“fi ‘es Dorset Bovoaghs sie tae IT ee . 


n first interpolates a “unum,” and then dverlnoles 


RE. as a firma dimidie noctis (i. laa, So far, this 
uly a matter of error ger se. But Domesday records 


to be three-quarters of the commutation, in two other 


however, imagining the due to have been only half a firma — 
set himself to ‘account for its commutation at so high a 
G. 77-8). This he found no difficulty in doing. He | 
ned that “this was not a mere commutation,” but. 


B wrobatality S then, that hae we have called the enhanced 
, was enhanced by something less than the gross profits we have = 
ced ; that is, that a part of those profits, say the _Burgage rents, — 
some of ae had contributed to the dimidia firma noctis ‘before 


these eet assumptions, we must Penner are in- 


says Mr. Eyton, the Crown had 323 houses, paid in* 32 ; 


Trg ae Domesday Book — . 


(p. 93), that in 1156 “ Fordington, Dorchester, and Bridport. 
were granted by Henry IT. to his uncle, “as representing 
Royal Demesne to the annual value of £60.” This is an — 
instructive commentaty on his view that Dorchester ‘and oe 
Bridport alone rendered £208 per annum. Our doubts 
being thus aroused, we turn to Domesday and find that i 
does not speak of any of these towns as paying tha 
preposterous firma. The right formula for that would 
“reddit firmam unius noctis” (p. 84). Instead of that, | 
only have “exceptis consuetudinibus que pertinent ad 
firmam unius noctis” (p. 70). The explanation is quite 
simple. Just as in Somerset, Mr. Eyton admits, Langpor 
and Ilchester, although - boroughs, were “interned ” 
_ groups of Royal demesne, paying the jirma unius noctis, 
so in Dorset the boroughs were « interned ” in groups of _ 
Royal demesne. Indeed one of these groups was headed Y ‘3 


by Dorchester, and is styled by Mr. Eyton the “Dorchester 
group.” But he boldly assumed that “ Dorchester” must 
have two different meanings :-— Se, ee ils 


[A] We assume about roo acres to have belonged to the Domes- 
day Burgh, and perhaps 882 acres to represent land, subinfeuded re 
at Domesday, and annexed to Dorchester Hundred. [B] It follows 
that we assume about 429 acres, [to be that] 
here figures [fo. 75] under the name Dorchester. 


st toe 
- os)» which 


It is not too much to say that any one, who refers to 1p. 
70-73, 78-101 of the Key to Domesday, will find that the _ 
singular misconception as to the Dorset Boroughs makes _ 
havoc of the whole calculation. But here again the point 


to be insisted on is not the mere mistake per se, but the — 
elaborate assumption 


s based upon it and permeating th 
- whole work.2% fies ae 


Apart from the Manors 
noctis, if we take the comita 


Vrs 


grouped for a firma unius 
1 Manors (smanstones de comi- 


ma - _ It is a further-and fundamental ertor that Mr. 
s firma unius noctis as “borough taxation,” 
the nature of rent, not taxes. 


Eyton speaks of the zi 
whereas it was essentially of 


ne ple, given. on Nouts. a different Pate % 
of the Manors in private hands. | 
They are entered as renders (“ reddit a) not as walues’ 


eS 


ed of ee gee unit £1 35. . ; 
; oe this fact seems to ave ere Mr. Eyton notice, 


me 


- Crewkerne . 
Con gresbury 
Old Cleeve 
North Curry 
_ Henstridge 
Camel 2! 
Dalyerton) ">". 
Creech St. Michael — 
= Eanglord “4:>~. 
_ Capton® . ; 


v 


‘ 


° 
fo) 

0 
) 
Pe 
om 
fo) 
me 


\\, 


(one) 


hi | ever this strange. unit Pe ireschited it formed the basis 
these Manors of a reckoning wholly independent of B 
ptides? or ee cue or the Manor, and as age ; 


beat i <2 ayer e, 
1¢ meaning of “ Wara” is made indisputable the em 
. When land was an appurtenance, guoad ownership, i 
Manor in one township, but was assessed in another in 

ich it actually lay, the land was said to be in ne former, 

Rice Ede in the latter. As this “wara” was an 

Lay, of the ats assessment of the township, 


a 


ae indebted for these ideunacations to Ay Eyton’s work, 
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it had to be recorded, under its township, in the LCC 
_ Here are the three examples in point? 


[Histon.] De his xx. hidis jacet Warra de una hida et dimidia 
in hestitone de manerio cestreford. Hance terram tenuit comes 
alanus (siz) et est appretiata in essexia (p. 40). 

[SHELFoRD.] De his xx. hidis tenet petrus valonensis iii. hidas 


de firma regis in neueport. . . . Hee term est berewica in = 
neueport, sed Wara jacet in grantebrigge syra (p. 49)- = 


[Trusmprncton.] De his vii. hidis [tenet] unus burgensis de 
grenteburga i. virgam. Et Warra jacet in trompintona, et terra in 
grantebrigga (p. 51). 
To these I may add a fourth instance, although in this case 
the name wara does not occur -— 


[BaTueurcaM.] De his vii. hidis tenet Picotus in manu regis .- = 


dimidiam hidam et dimidiam virgam. Hc tera jacet in cestre- 
forda et ibi est appretiata xxx. sol. in essexia (p. 36). 


The lands at Histon and «“ Bathburgam ” were mere outlying 


portions of the royal Manor of Chesterford in Essex, and 


those at Shelford were a< berewick” of the royal Manor— 


of Newport, also in Essex. But they were all assessed in 


Cambridgeshire, where they actually lay. 

So also we read under Berkshire (614): “Hee terra 
jacet et appreciata est in Gratentun quod est in Oxene- 
fordscire, et tamen dat scotum in Berchesire.” Again (203 


6) we read under Pertenhall: “Hee terra sita est in Bede- 


fordsire, set geldum et servitium reddit in Hontedunscyre.” 


A good instance of the same arrangement in another part — 


of England is found in those Worcestershire Manors which 
were annexed as estates to Hereford, but which were 
assessed in those Worcestershire hundred 
actually lay (see p. 61). 

A similar expression is ap 
“soca.” Thus under Shelford we read :— 


De hac terra adhuc tenuerunt iii. sochemanni dimidiam hidam sub _ 


gurdo comite. Non potuerunt recedere sine licentia comitis gurdi. 
Et soca jacebat in Witlesforda (p. 48). 


Ss - where they — : 


plied to the Possession of 


the Sead was in Shelford, but the jurisdiction (soca) 
tached to Earl Gyrth’s Manor of Whittlesford. 

_ Vinogradoff has dealt with “the word wara” in ‘ 
Wainage in England (i. 241-244), and asserts that the ee 
in and use of the term is of considerable import 
” But he does not allude to the above evidence, cand. ae 
an ot follow him in his argument.’ While rightly dis- 
i tas ss fanciful derivation from § warectum,” 


ee to the ate “ad gildam [sic] regis.” If a Manor is 
to contain seven hides ad inwarvam, it is meant that it pays to ee 
ng for sevenhides. . . . The Burton cartulary, the earliest — = 

after Domesday, employed the word “wara” in the same _ 


h all ismecday’ for this purpose. I can only say 
do not remember ever meeting in Domesday Book _ 
ith such an expression. — The solitary instance of its. 
own to me is in the Leber Niger of Peterborough 
, where we read: “in Estona sunt iii, hide ad in 
1”: and there the relevant entry in Domesday has 
“such expression. Of the statement as to the Burton 
tulary, one can positively say it is an error. Its 
>” have quite another meaning and are spoken of 
cates would elsewhere be. i 
on with what I have termed ohe Northamptonshire 
renders it clear that “wara,” in a OPOSy repre- 
nts the old English word for “defence,” in the sense of 
7 sment, the “defendit se’ formula of the great Survey 


ne even to the eee of g Defensio x. acrarum,” for 


Ss Guiblished by the Pipe-Roll Sadlety: i 


three of the Cambridgeshire hundreds, the former for a 


_ tres contain the names of many /rancigene in their respe 


indeed in the I.C.C. is appended to the list of jurors ges 


“court. Two hypotheses suggest themselves. 
the sheriff and davones of the county made a circuit By thes = 
Hundreds, and then handed in, on their oaths, to the com- 
missioners a return for the whole county; the other, that - 
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XVI. THE DOMESDAY “ JURATORES.”~ 


I now approach the subject of the Domesday juratores. 
The lists of these in the LE. and in the I.C.C. afford pri 
less information. The latter gives us the names for all 


Cambridgeshire (one Hundred excepted) and for three 
Hertfordshire Hundreds as well. 
of the LE. tells us “quomodo barones regis inquisierunt, 
videlicet per sacramentum vicecomitis scire et omnium 
baronum et eorum francigenarum et tocius centuriatus ; 
presbyteri prepositi vi. villani [sec] uniuscuiusque ville.” 
wees reading of this phrase will show that the “ barones : 
regis” must have been the Domesday Commissioners. 
The difficulty is caused by the statement as to the oaths of 
the sheriff, the tenants-in-chief (darones), and their foreion 
(? military) under-tenants (/rancigene). The lists of jur 


tive hundreds, but, so far as I can find, of no tenants-in- 
chief. The sheriff, of course, stands apart. His 


the first Hundred on the list, but is not found in the LE. _ 
Moreover, it should be noted that the above formula speaks — 
of all the tenants-in- chief, but only of a single hundecda 


the circuit was made by the commissioners themselves, 
attended by the sheriff and Jarones. In the former case it 
is obvious that the commissioners would fail to obtain at 
first hand that direct local information which it was their 
object to elicit: and further, when we find the sheriff and 
barones charged with wrongdoing in these very returns, | 
it is, to say the least, improbable that they were their own 


78 ‘We should perhaps read this as explaining the composition of the 
centuriatus, viz. : “the priests, the reeves, and six villeins from each Vi 


ve he Des Circuit 


cadens in the case of such a ‘sheriff as Picot 
ce antes ae cuts 


peccicGanees beterdcles attended every Honda 
t, and heard the evidence, sometimes conflicting, me 

ch” ” and « English. Sie : 
order in which the Hundreds occur must not be 
d over, because their sequence distinctly suggests a 

ar circuit of the country. Here is the sequence given 

our three authorities:—the I.C. C.,. the LE, and thes: 

of jurors prefixed to the latter :— 


_ Staplehow. Staplehow. -Staplehow. 
Cheveley. Cheveley. Cheveley. 
Staines. Staines. Staines. 
Radfield. Flammenditch, Erningford, 

_ Flammenditch. —_Childeford. Triplow. 

: -Childerford. Radfield. Radfield. 
af es Whittlesford. (208) Flammenditch, - 
ba es Triplow. ' Triplow. Whittlesford: 
_ Erningford. Erningford. Weatherley. 
 Weatherley. Weatherley. Stow. 

Stow. Stow. _ Papworth, 
Papworth, © - Papworth. Northstow. 
Northstow. Northstow. | Chesterton, 

Chesterton. Ely. 


Ely, 


a0 Of this conflict thee is a good instance, almost at the outset of ie 
— See survey (p. 3) :—“ Hanc terram posuit Orgarus in vadi- oe 
ut homines Goisfridi dicunt. Sed homines de hundredo — 

ec e breve aliquid neque ston R.E. inde vider unt, neque testimonium 


Whittlesford Beni: because i in us Hundred no lands were held piers: 
Bed py, the ester ; 


notable evidence that the B and C texts, as: 4 shall urge, at 
The essential. point, however, is that a circuit was made — 
ae —the “barones regis” of the record—who must have _ 


to explain at once that the body which gave 


the francigene. A careful investigation of the lists wil] _ 
_ Prove that half the yuratores were selec 
and half from the latter. This fact, which would seem 6.5m 


Cambridgeshire and three 


<n 


1200 = Domesday Book rs 
sent a circuit of the southern portion of the county from 
north-east to north-west, followed by an inquest on t 

‘district to its north, the “two Hundreds” of Elyse ikG See 

The third list, on the other hand, misplaces the Hundreds 
_ of Triplow and Erningford altogether, and wholly omits 
that of Childeford. The transposition and omission are both é 


Sal 


_were derived from some common original which contained 
these defects. = ike 


__ of the county whether merely by the sheriff, or, as “seems 
most probable, by the Domesday Commissioners themselves a 


attended the several Hundred-courts in succession. 
But when we speak of the Hundred-court j 


t is necessary _ 
evidence fo 

the Domesday Inquest was of a special and most interest- 
\ ing character. It combined the’ old centuriatus—deputa- 


| tions of the priest, -reeve, and Six villeins from each z 
township (v//a)—with the new settlers in the hundred, — 


5 ; ve 
ted from the former 


have been hitherto overlooked, throws a flood of light on pee 
the compilation of the Survey, and admirably illustrates oo 
the King’s policy of combining the old with the new, and 
fusing his subjects, their rights and institutions, into one_ 
_karmonious whole, Conquerors and conquered were alike 
bound by their common sworn verdicts,209 a 


__ We have the lists, in all, for eighte 


en Hundreds, fifteen in eee 
in Herts, of which two were 
209 Compare Wilkins, 125 (quoted by Palgrave, English 
wealth, i. 464) on English and “Welsh” in Devon :—“« Disputes arising 
between the plaintiffs and defendants of the two nations were to be > 
decided by a court of twelve ‘lawmen ’—six English and six Welsh—_ 
the representatives of the respective communities. And it may be ob- 
served that the principle which suggested this dimidiated tribunal was ey) 
generally adopted in our border law.” aoe 


Common-— 


Composition of the Juries 


s Theres were, for 


Se ekeally, 


each ‘Hundred oe 


1 ae it is fered that a alii omnes franci et ee: ae =. 
Oc _hundredo pee ieoe it is obvious that the eight men Res 


Sspohsible for ‘the i Thee position is illustrated, Te 
nk, by the record of a Cambridgeshire placitum coc a 
Sain ‘the Rochester chronicles. This is the famous suit of a 
peter ee ace te Picot the sheriff in wae County 7 


e Le soe of the whole court :— 


— Cum illis (.e. omnes illius comitatus homines) Batecese 
iscopus, qui placito preerat, non bene crederet; precepit ut, si 
oe esse es Biecbant Scirent, ex seipsis Braden se soa 


mer ee Berlincham, et alii sex de aelionibus comitatus. 


estigation shows that the names mentioned are local. 
- The land in dispute was a holding in Isleham in the © 
Hundred of ‘Staplehoe. One juror, Eadric, came from — 
Isleham itself, two from Exning, one from Chippenham, 
Syone from Landwade, while the sixth, Ordmer, was an 
-undertenant of Count Alan, in the Manor from which — Fico 
took his name (Badlingham), and-was a Domesday juror for. 3 
the Hundred. These six, then, were clearly natives chosen — 
for their local BEES The other six, chosen “de 
melioribus ’ comitatus,” were ‘probably, as at the Domes- | 
_ day inquest, Normans (Francz). Thus the double character — 
ko jety would be pee too eis and the pana 


Domesday Book - 


So again in the Dorset suit of St. Stephen’s, Caen (1122), at 
the men of seven Hundreds are convened, but the suit is to ; 
be decided “in affirmatione virorum de pateoe partibus ~~ 
vicinitatis illius ville.” ™ Accordingly, “sexdecim ho-- 

mines, tres videlicet de Brideport, et tres de Bridetona, 2 
et decem de vicinis, juraverunt se veram affirmationem — ee a 
facturos de inquisitione terre illius.” The names of the : 
jurors are carefully given: “Nomina vero illorum~ qui 
_juraverunt, hec sunt.” Again in the same Abbey’s suit 
for lands in London, “per commune consilium de Hustingo, — : 
~ secundum preceptum regis, elegerunt quatuordecim viros | . a 
_ de civibus civitatis Londonie qui juraverunt.”, And in — 

_ this case also we read: “Hec sunt nomina illorum ee 
_juraverunt.; . . + Etvhac sunt | nomina eorum in quorum 
presentia juraverunt.” ™° : . 
This corresponds, it will fe seen, exactly with the writ z 
_to which the pees Elensis was, | hold, the return: — 
“Inquire . . = qui eas (terras) ser Aver et qui JuRas Bs 
fienem teria) (infra, p. 133). 
Enough has now been said to ‘show that the names of | 
‘the Domesday jurors recorded for each Hundred represent — 
a jury of eight, elected to swear on behalf of the whole 
a _ Hundred, and composed of four foreigners and four - Eng- De 
__-tishmen, in accordance with the principle that the conflict-_ ee 
__ ing interests ought to be equally represented, * — 2 ee 
~We may take, as a typical set of juratores, those for _ ; 
the Hundred of Erningford, the SHENEY: of ea in Mr, 

*' Palgrave’s Commonwealth, ii. 183. bP ai 

*28This seems of great importance as a very early instance of the Ag Bh 
guatuor villate system, on which see Gross’s “The Early History and) 
Influence of the Office of Coroner” (Political Science Quarterly, vol 3255 
vii., No. 4), where the researches of Prof. Maitland and others are sum-_ 
marised. 

8° Only four, however, of the fourteen actually swore : “reliquos vero. : 
decem quietavit Willelmus abbas, qui parati erant jurare.” 

344 The number eight perhaps, i 1s unusual for the jury of a hoaaeie 
but we have an instance in 1222, of a “jurata per octo legales cives” 
. Lincolniz et preeterea per octo legales homines de visneto Lincolnie” Re 

(Bracton's Note-book, ii. 121) ; and see ‘Addenda. sh Ean Sane 


ian 
> 


x 
i. 


« Pe ee bieae” deal 


al, give them in thei 


Z - [Francigense] [Angli.] 
Walterus Monachus. ~ _Colsuenus. 
Hunfridus de anseuilla, _ Ailmarus eius filius. 
Hugo petuuolt. _ - Turolfus. | 

; Ricardus ue Morduna. — _ dee as Sees 


wife of Ralf Tealborss Huinhiey: a hide and a wanton ine 
a “ Hatelai, ” from aces dapifer ;"* Hugh, a hide and a half 
in “Melrede,” from Hardwin de Scalers; and Richard, 
three virgates in “Mordune,” from Geoffrey de Mandeville. i S 
Of the Angli, Colsuenus was clearly Count Alan’s under- 
tenant at three townships within the Hundred, holding in) a4 
all two hides; “ Ailmarus,” 


-“Almarus de Bronna,” 
Alan in two pee EN holding two hides and — 


eS Turolfus” and “ EN ES a cannot be 


~ a will be steered that Aolsueya beings to a "special e 
"class, the English under-tenants. -He is thus distinct at 
once from the Francigene, and from the villeins of ‘thes gf 
township. He and his peers, however, are classed with | 
the latter as jurors, because they are both of English 
nationality. In the great majority of cases the English 
 juratores cannot be identified as under-tenants, and — may 
therefore be presumed to have belonged to the township 
ce 
XVII. THE “ INQUISITIO ELIENSIS. ¥ 
‘The Gecord cnewn by this name has long been familiar 
to. ‘Domesday students, but no one, so far as I know, has 
‘ever approached the questions: Why was it compiled 2 - 
When was it compiled? From what sources was it com~ 


im 18 His surname is there omitted, but his identity is proved by 
Humphrey “de Anslevilla” occurring elsewhere as an under-tenant of | . 
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y, 


piled? These three questions I shall now endeavour to 
answer. 4 ae 2 
First printed by the Record Commission in’ their ud 
“Additamenta” volume of Domesday (1816), its editor, 
Sir Henry Ellis, selected for his text the most familiar, but, 
as I shall show, the worst of its three transcripts (Cott. 
_ MS,, Tib. A. VI), though he knew of what I believe to be 
the best, the Trin. Coll. MS. O. 2, 1, which seems to be 
the one styled by him 68 B 2° In his introduction he ~ Re 
thus described it _ 


The Znguisitio Eliensis is a document 
Exeter Domesday 5 relating to the 
recorded afterwards in the two v 
_ (p. xiv.) Seas = 
From this it would seem that Ellis believed the Inquisition — 
at any rate, to be previous to Domesday Book, but he 
practically left its origin altogether in doubt. _ 
Sixty years later (1876) the Lnqudsttio was published — 
anew, but without any_ further solution of the points in 
question being offered.27 For this edition three MSS. | 
_were collated, with praiseworthy and infinite pains, by Mr. 
N. ES. A. Hamilton. Taking for his text, like Ellis, — 
e .the Cottonian MS. Tib. A. VI, which he distinguished as =P 
as 2, 2o..ave-1m- footnotes the variants found in the MSS,-at- ose 
ms: Lrinity College, Cambridge, viz.: O, 2, 41 (which he termed ea 
_ B), and O. 2, 1 (which he distinguished as C). In Mr. > 
~ Hamilton’s opinion (p. xiv.) the “C” text « appears to have 
_ been derived from the «B’ MS. rather than the Cottonian” 
A). From this opinion, it will be seen, I differ wholly. te 
_ A careful analysis of the three texts has satisfied. me 
_ beyond question that while C is the most accurate in 
- detail, it is marred by a peculiar tendency to omission on 
the part of its scribe. This indeed, is its distinctive i 
feature. Now B cannot be derived from. C, because it 
_ Supplies the latter’s omissions, On the other hand, C can- 
Bo 2'So I conclude from his Jztroductio 
°" Inguisitio Comitatus C antabrigien 


of the same kind with the y ag 
Property of the Monastery of Ely as 
olumes of the Domesday Survey 


n to Domesday, i. 22, note 2. 
StS, pp. 97 ef seg. 


Sa Se Pe 


Texts of the LInguisitio Ehensts? I 
be derived from B, because it corrects, throughout, B’s 
ccuracies, Consequently they are independent. More 
ifficult to determine is the genesis of A, the worst of the — 
three texts; but as it virtually reproduces all the in- 
_ accuracies found in B (besides containing many fresh ones), — 
without correcting any, it can only be inferred that B was 
its source. Thus we have on the one hand C, and, on the i 
_ other B (with its offspring A), derived independently from — 
some common source. And this conclusion agrees well — 
with the fact that a long catalogue of Jands abstracted 
from the House of Ely is found in C, but not in A or Bee 
and with the circumstance that the famous rubric (CHies 
_ subscribitur. inquisitio ”), which heads the inquisition in A 
_and B, is placed by C at the end of the lists of jurors, 
- Starting from this conclusion, let us now proceed to — 
ask, What was the document from which B and C copied 
_ independently ? Clearly, it was not Domesday Rook, for 
_ outside the eastern counties they record the returns in full, — 
like the Lnquisitio Com, Cant. itself. Were they then taken 
— from the original returns, or at least from the copy Of 
those returns in the Ing. Com. Cant.? This point can — 
only be determined by close analysis of the variants: ifez 
we find B and C containing occasionally the same errors 
and peculiarities, although copied independently, it follows — 
that the document from which they both copied must have 
contained those same errors and peculiarities. Let us take 
the case of Papworth. The right reading, as given both ine 2 
Domesday and the Jug. Com. Cant., I have placed on the | 
left, and the wrong reading, in B and C, on the right =—— 


i [tenet abbas] ii. hidas et iii, — [tenet abbas] ii. hidas et dim. y 
-_-yirgas et dim. [virgam]. -_-virgam et 20 iii, virgas, ee 
I. hida et i. virga et dimidia I. hida et dimidia virga et una : 
‘[virga] in dominio. _--virga " in dominio. 


#8 Ed. Hamilton, pp. 184-189. 

pe Ibid., Pp. 97, 1ol. = C omits “ et.” oe 

1 Here the scribe of C, puzzled by the evident corruption of the text 
m which he copied, read “inv[enit].” : 


pice 


; D.B. and I.C.C. 

VIII. hidas et dimidiam et 
-dimidiam ViEGAND sou in eA 
2, dominio iii. 


a (p. 18). dominio (p. 104). eae 
II. carruce in dominions Et IIlIe- carruce ... in” a 
; iercia potest fieri (p. 21). dominio. pas Ga 

I. hida e¢ dimidia et xii. I. hida et xii. acre in iS ; 
acre in dominio (p. 87). dominio (p. 110.” E 
tenet Radulfus de Picot  Rod[bertus] tenet de vice 
S (pe 85).  comite (p. 110). ee 
Johannes. filius Waleranni Johannem  filium ~ Wigs ig 
©. 27). Mads gaat (p. 103). ee ee 
Oa gain, the clause “Tost™ pro viii. hidis et xl. cris,” a, : 


which it had nothing to do. 


aay iii, cotarii” 


“x. bordarii” (p. 6): 
read “xv. bordarii” 
; _ cotarii et pe63) 


LOC 
CAUELEIE. 
Ric[ardus] 


aad Tofe (rightly) in C.. 


oP Book 


ee are some further illustrations of errors in the I Be 3 


hidee ~ et dimidia 


Each: ought to head the Hardwick entries, is wrongly 
appended in the LE. (p. 110) to a Kingston entry wit 
So too, “hoc manerium pro x, 
hidis se defendit (sic) T.R.E. et modo pro viii. hidis,” which — 
belongs to Whaddon, is erroneously thrown back by the LE. 
HGe} 107); into Trumpington, a Manor in another Hundgeaae 
It is pee also that all the MSS. of the LE. 
(p. 101), where D.B. and the LC.C. have iii, 
- bordarii (p. 3), and “x. cotarii” 

conversely, the former, in one place, 
(p. 107), where the yetion havens XV. 


_In comparing the text of the I.E. with that of the LCC, 
we shall find most striking and instructive variants in the 2 et 
lists of jwratores for the several Hundreds. 
stance, the lists for the Hundreds of Cheveley and Staines, 
puch follow one another in both MSS. 


hundrett. 


Loe, us 
VIIL hidis et dimidia -e 
dimidia virga . . . iil. hide — 
et dimidia e¢ dimidia virga in 


tod 
sees 


read 


(p. or), where they ‘eos 


Take, for in- Se 


LE. 
CAUELAI."™ 
Ric[ardus] Beeciuces 


Iuius. 


ms Chaueies tes 


won] ine Aiierice 
Fst de uer 
AC ulfus de hoteet i Radulfus de hotot | 
ie | Will ahd de mara Willfelmu]s de mara 
Standard ™ de seuerlaio 
Frawinus ™ de quetelinge 
Carlo de cauelaio 27 
_ Wimar’ homo Wighen *8 
ae. alii Gone et ee ye - 
PRVETUBL a 


second name on these lists can be conclusively Pas 
the relative entry in the I.C.C. is « Esselei tenet euer- _ 
‘us]2" filius brientii de Alberico.” This proves that the 
is right in reading “ Euerard[us],” while the LE. is” 
ght in adding “homo Albferlici de uer.”. 
; These are the lists for Staines pg es 


LE. 

STANAS 
Alerann[us] — ee 
Rogger[us] homo — Walter) 

gifardi 


[ardus] fareman Ric[ardus] pre] fectus hui ‘es 
ete — —— hundrets 
; a Farmannus 
Huscarl de suafham 7" Huscarlo de suafham™! 
Leofuuin[us] de bodischesham  Leofuuin{us] 
ao Harald homo Hard|uuini) ae 
PE i _ scalariis 
_Alric[us] de Wilburgeham _ Aluric{us] de Wiburgeham 
t omnes franci ct ang.  ———et-_ alti: omnes franci et anglt de 
Be hoc hundreto. 


a4  Stanhards ep Scare oe % Frauuis, C. 
"226 linge. 27 Cheleia, C. 
Vigeni, Cc OT iis: was “ Wigonus de mara” (I.C.C.) or “ Wighen” ‘ 


ount biel Ss under-tenant at Ditton. 


a “J soeiunt hominés ~ scilicet ee Rogger[us] oe 
we 2 oa in C. 


is Ae first on one » Hist and eenth on a ee 
third on one list and first on another; and “ Fareman” 
tinguished more clearly in the Les than in the TGC. as 
_ separate individual. 
If we now collect from the other Hundreds some 
stances of instructive variants, we shall obtain importa 
evidence. . ; = a 


af + ae a 


LC.c. tgate : 8 Dt 
Robfertus] de aes __ Robfer]tus ansileus| ee Ford- 
“ ham : 
Picotus Heenan si [Omitted] af a = 
Walterus Monac[us] ~ Walt[erus]™ OR 
Gerardus Lotanngus de sal-  Girardus lotherensis 
sintona Herveus de salsitona 
- Pagan[us] homo hardeuuini © Paganus dapifer Hard’ 
Be ea its] de scannis = —— Radulfus de dans*4 : 
Fulco Waruhel _ Fulcheus homo vicecomitis 
- Rumold[us] de colts _ — _Rumold homo comitis Eustachio 
~ Will{elmu]s ae Will[elmus] Gs od riot vie 
my : comitis 
Wlwi de doesse — _ -Wlwi de ee ee 
-Godlid de stantona Godliue . tera 


LCc. LE. og 


FLAMENCDIC FLAMMINGEDICH 

- Robert[us] de Hintona _ Rodbfer]t[us] de Histona 
_.Fulcard[us] de Dittona Osmundus parvus 

Osmund[us] parvulus  Fulcold homo abbatis de Ey 

Baldeuuinus cum barba Baldeuuinus cocus gate 

Eduuin[us] presbyter _ #duuinus presbyter ieee 

Ulfric[us] de teuersham > Wlfuric de teuersham L524 

Silac[us] eiusdem ville Syla eee pS a 

_ Godwun[us] nabesone — -Goduuine de aaa ; BS 


te is tmpossivle to examine the italicised vunanneS in these : 


269 Staplehoe Hundred. et ; Rae 
*8 This is a noticeable case because “mo” has been interlined i in B va 
: text of I.E., and because this man can be identified — in i. G C. and 

D.B. as an under-tenant j in the Hundred. eee 
4 The I.E, version (“bans”) is the right one. 


The Lost Orieinal | Return 


rallel texts without coming to the conclusion that they. 
ust have been independently derived from some common 
inal, an original’ containing more detail than either of 
em. On the other hand, the compara , 
ent between the texts of the actual returns in the LCC. 
feed the ft}. leads one to infer that these were copied within 
5 it paratively unimportant 


_more exactitude than the com 
mes of the jurors, ye NOL aus? the! value of these 
variations in the jurors’ lists lies in the evidence afforded — 
n the origin of the existing MSS. aes 
The object of this careful scrutiny has been to prove that 
certain errors and peculiarities are found in two 


_ document from which both were copied, and which was . 
neither the LC.C. transcripts nor the original Domesday 
re t rns. ~ What then was this document? It was, and can 
j y have been, the true Jyquisitio Eliensis, the date and 
i of which I shall discuss below. Further, I should 
imagine this document to have probably been a roll or rolls, 
. vhich—on its contents being subsequently transcribed into 
a book for convenience—vas allowed, precisely as happened 
the Domesday rolls themselves, to disappear. In perfect 
rdance with this view we find the whole contents of the 
ee isitéo arranged for a special purpose, and no mere tran- 
cript of the Domesday returns. Thus, after abstracting 
all the entries relating to the Cambridgeshire estates, dnd 
joining a list of houses held in Cambridge itself, it 
eeds to add up all the items independently, and record 
eir total values to the Abbey. This analysis is carried 
out for several counties (pp, 121-124), and is, of course, 
sculiar to the Inquisitio, although inserted between the 
bstracts of the Domesday returns for Cambridgeshire and 
ts. So too the breviate or short abstract of the estates 
p. 168-173), which was part of the original document—for 
is found in all the derived MSS.—must have been speci- 
all compiled for it, and so also was the Nomina Villarum 
74 183). z a Gee 


rig 


tively cloge agree 


= independent MSS., they must have existed in the original 


~ Another eae ap the fot ts is the. care. wit 
which it records the names of sokemen on the BES estates 


ask whether its feaniers ee these: names eae their 
_ personal knowledge. We might think not, for in som 
cases they are recorded by the D. B. and the I. XG while’ 2 : 


“quidam sochemanus,” where the other two ion : 
‘(p. 46) supply his name (“Fridebertus”). From this’ we 
might infer that the names were probably recorded in the 
original returns, but deemed of too slight importance to be 
always copied by the transcriber. Yet the balance of 
Bea leads me to believe that the LE. did supply names 
_ from independent knowledge. With the values, however, 
the case is clearer. The LE. contains special and exclu- 
sive information on the value of socman- -holdings, and_ ; 
- must, I think, have derived it from some other source than — 
the original Domes returns. Here are some instances 
in point. : : Rt a 


=~ Sethe. 


EGC. , ee ae 


III. sochemanni fuerunt... In Erningetone fuit auidan 
~secundus homo abbatis de Ely sochemannus, &dwardus, — 
tenuit 1% hidas ... Potuer- habuit i. hidam. Homo as 
unt. recedere (p. 83). Me Eli fuit in obitu regis Aldwardi, 

sed terram suam vendere potuit 
sed soca semper S. Aideldred 
remansit (p. t10). 
X. sochemanni . .. et i. In Ouro fuit quidam socheman ; 

-istorum homo abbatis de Ely nus xumine Standardus, qui cine 3 
fuit. Dimidiam hidam habuit. diamhidam habuit subabbate ee 
Non potuit dare neque vendere, - Non potuit ire ab eo nec separare 
et ii. istorum, homines predicti ab ecclesia ef valet vigind! solidos. 
abbatis, ili. virgas habuerunt, Et modo habet Hardwinus. ‘Ete ae 
vendere potuerunt ; soca remansit alii ii, sochemanni_ iii. virgatas 
_abbati (p. 91). habuerunt. Potuerunt dare vel 
: vendere sine soca cui voluerur 

modo tenet Hardwinus. £7¢- 

xv. solidos (p. 112). 


*5 Rectius “I, hidam,” 


ee 


; Lnformation am “Ing. Elvensés Sat es 
Quidam  sochemannus sub 
bbatis de ely fuit. i. hidam et abbate eli i, hidam et dim. | 
. habuit. Et omnes isti  tenuit ‘T.R.E. potuit dare sine 
edere potuerunt ; et vendere  licentiam (sic) eius, sine socha. 
‘am suam cui voluerunt (p. Et modo Picot vicecomes tenet 
BRAY att 8 a __* €am sub abbate ely. Valet x. 
Serer Beers“ spi, (p. 113). 
s last passage, of itself, is full of instruction. Firstly, 
-E. alone gives the value of the holding, Secondly, 
| I.E. preserves the “sine socha” which qualifies the 
Ider’s right. Now D.B. gives the last clause as :—_ | 


_ Et xs [sochemannus} homo 


at Pa 
he 
ass : 
Re Hi omnes terras suas vendere potuerunt,. 
atis de Ely remansit zecclesix, _ 


Soca tantum hominis "3 


qualification corresponds with the “sine socha” fOlns : 
.E., and is, we should observe, wholly omitted in then 
Thirdly, the three versions: of the original return 


eo 
LC.C 


; “vendere,” “dare.” Fourthly, the superiority 
e C text of the LE. over B (which makes two blunders 
n this passage) and of B over its offspring A (which adds 
third) is here well illustrated. Fifthly, the phrase — 
t vicecomes tenet eam sub abbate ely” differs notably 
m Domesday, which assigns the estate to Picot unre- — 
servedly, and still more from the LC.C, which reads « tenet 
bertus de Picoto vicecomite in feudo regis.” 
_ The next example is taken from the township immedi- 
See ly preceding. 


MUG Ces 5 | Baa 


-V. istorum (sochemannorum) fuerunt quinque sochemani 
omines abbatis de Ely fuerunt. T.R.E. unus_ istorum —sugga 


_ Et unus istorum i. virg. et dim. momine habuit una virg. et dim. — a 
abuit. Non potuit recedere. sub abbate ely. Non potuit rece- 


t alii ili, habuerunt v. hidas dere. Et valet x. sol. Et alii iitior 


_ virg. Potuerunt recedere sochemani y. hidas et i. virg. 
soca (p.95). = =~ ~—_ tenuerunt de abbate eli. Potuer- 
Perc ea ho unt dare preter licentiam abbatis . 


et sine socha et modo tenet ean, 9 
Picot vicecomes de abbate ely e¢ 
valet ili. Jib. (p. 112). 


£ 


ae to Social information eee by its commie. “but 
were derived from the original returns, though omitted by 
Bes their other transcribers. It is possible, however, to put i 
the matter to the test. If, anticipating for a moment, w a = 
find that we have, for the eastern counties, in Domesday 
the actual materials from which the compilers of the Lie 
worked, we can assert that any additional details must 7a 
have been supplied from their own knowledge. “An ex- 
cellent instance in point is aborded by igi E Bie 
- Suffolk -— ot Se 


De sen ia o. 
In Tudenham Geroldus i. lib’ In Tudenhami.li. homo Zilfric’ < = 
hominem . .. comend’Saxzde commend’ §. Atdel’ xii. ac’: et. 


abbate T.R.E. xii. ac’ pro man’, iil. b. et i. c. et iii, ac’ pratiet val. 
Seni, bord’ Semp’ 1. Car, ll, ac’ prati viginti iii. s. ¥ 
. . val, ili. sol. ; et in eadem ii. In eadem i. 1. ho’ hedric’™®@ 
_ liberi homines comend’ i. sancte commend’ §. Adel’ viii. ac’ et Sa 
_ AB. et alter comend’ heroldi x. val’ xx: den. Hoc tenet R. de # 
ac’, et dim. car. et val. ii, sol. Raimes (p. es 

Hoc tenet Geroldus de R. [de aa 
~ Raimes] (ii. 4230). ic ; oS 


fa 


One knows not, truly, which Shite is the worst, that. of 
the Domesday scribe, who has converted a probable “S, 
ae,” 87 42, Ely Abbey, into “Saxe,” or that of the compiler _ 
of the LE., who, by interpolating the word “viginti,” has — 
converted three shillings into three-and- -twenty. But the 
point is that the latter could name the Abbot’s sokeman — 
(nameless in Domesday) and could supply his acreage and 


- the value of his bole The actual details seem to have 
been — Ses. 4 


SS ‘ Acres. Pence, 
Q Abllot’s sokeman — Pp 8 


Harold’s sokeman : 4 


Domesday records the totals only. 


#2" C ‘text, a1 Commend “ S. 2.” is found on 3868, ad iaae = 


c 
pea 


7 ie ies “Ine 2 Bhensis* ordered by Writ, 133°. : 


ry tran- 
fe in- spiel tid are Hct to us the contents OFT). 
| Inguisitio. We have. seen that they point to the 
tence of some common original, which, while closely — 
atallel with Domesday, as a record of the Abbey’s posses- 

ns, contained certain special features and additional in-— 
= formation. Why, when, and from what sources that original 
S was compiled, I shall now endeavour to explain. 


XVII. oR ELY RETURN, 


that writ of the Conqueror,?8 of which a copy is given — 

in all three MSS. (A, B, C) and which is printed in Mr) 

Hamilton’s book, on p. xxi. (No. VIL). I give the wonaes 

of the writ, followed by the heading to the Patek with 
hich it. should be closely compared. A 


- Willelmus Rex Anglorum Lanfranco » enon’ salutem, F ie 
aes Inquire per episcopum Constantiensem et per episcopum — 

alchelinum et per ceteros qui terras sanctee Aldeldrede scribi et 

ari fecerunt, quomodo jurate fuerunt et. qui eas juraverunt, et qui 

ee urationem audierunt, et qui sunt terre, et quante, et quot, et 

% <a} omodo. vocate [et] qui eas tenent. His distincte notatis et scriptis — 

fac ut cite inde rei veritatem per tuum breve sciam. Et cum — 
eo veniat legatus abbatis. 


RETURN. 


Z 138 om internal evidence J Dold this writ to have been sent from over 
sea. It cannot have been issued by William Rufus, for the Bishop of “3 
nces rebelled against him i in 1088, and William Rufus did not se ay 
Tes later j in ge reign, tgs ieLiee 
“inquirunt,” which is the wrong reading. =~ 


Domesday Book 


Ae ores hide, quot carruce™® j in dominio, quot hominem, quot villani, 
‘quot cotarii, quot servi, quot liberi homines, quot sochemar 
- quantum silve, quantum prati, quot™ pascuorum, quot “molendina, 
quot piscine, quantum est additum vel ablatum, quantum valebat — 
- totum simul,” et quantum modo, quantum quisque liber homo vel _ 
- sochemannus habuit vel habet. Hoc totum tripliciter, scilicet tem-— 
pore regis! Auduardi, et quando Rex Willelmus dedit et qualite er 
ey modo sit, et si potest plus haberi quam habeatur. 
Gants st homines juraverunt, etc., etc. 


a 


z Especially important is the fact that the return contains | ; 
the jurors’ names, in accordance with the express injunction — 
to that effect in the Conqueror’s writ. 

£ Now. if this theory meet with. acceptance, and the ee be 
_ taken to refer, as I suggest, to the Domesday Inquest 
_ itself, it follows that the Bishop of Coutances and Bishop 
~Walchelin were the heads of the Domesday Commit 

_ for this district. This, of course, has been hitherto u 
known; but it adds to the presumption in favour of. the 
_ facts that Bishop Walchelin is not mentioned i in any of the at 
Ely writs as. taking part in the “placita ‘concerning the 
3 Abbey's lands, and that, therefore, the only Inquest 
which he could have been concerned was the Domesday _ . 
Inquest itself. It should be added, however, that these — . 
two Bishops may have been, respectively, the heads of two. Be: 
distinct commissions for adjoining groups of counties. e, 
_. The heading to the Inquisitio Eliensis is so well known, - : 
eat has been so often quoted by historians, that it is” 
a gain to fix its status, the more so as it has been ooey 
described as the “official ” instructions for the Survey itself, 
We may also determine the date of the writ as the very 
close of the Conqueror’s reign. For it must have: been 


y 


0 The right reading. 

°1 Quantum in C text. ’ 

98 The text here seems to be corrupt, C reading “ fone ” for “simul 
‘As the “tunc” and “modo” formula is represented in the next clause, i 
seems more probable that “simul” is the right reading, ee refers to the 
totals entered in the Zuguisitio, In oe case the words 
modo” are an interpolation, 


, 1086, and his death (Sept., 1087). 
And now, how was the return compiled? It deals, we 


Cambridgeshire it copies, clearly, from the original returns. 
or Herts it must have done so also, because it gives full 
tails, which are not found in Domesday Book. This con- 


which it could only have obtained from those original 


fe: Manors in hes I leave in done 


ech comes fourth in eo (i. fee The additional 


but the names of 
am witnessess Sr the Friniel are ee recorded, a fact to 
taken in conjunction with the belated entry of these 
u untingdonshire Manors not following, as they should, those 
n Cambridgeshire and Herts, 


_ character is not there described, it can be determined. For 


abbatis de ely” (pp. 123- 4), all three of which can be 
identified i in the above record (pp. 175-7). It is noteworthy 
that the ‘record | in question is only complete in C, which 
confirms my view that B and its offspring A were ise 


d ee William’s ee from ‘England, Cire. 


find, with six counties, arranged in this order: :—Cambridge- _ eS 
shire, Herts, Essex, Norfolk, Suffolk, and Hunts. For. 


< because ie: version in the /zguzsctio (pp. 166-7) has more oe 2% 
cde tails than that of Domesday, though the latter is here Be | 
exceptionally full, and because it places first the Manor 


In addition to the Jngudsttio itself, as printed by the. 
Record Commission, there is a record, or collection of =e 
records, which follows it in all three MSS., and which is 
- printed in Mr. Hamilton’s book (pp. 168- 189). Although its — 


in the /zquzsttio there are three references to the “ breve — 


~ clusion i is confirmed by the fact that, for these two counties, 2 i 
pit: gives the jurors’ names (for the hundreds dealt with), “e 


returns. For Hssez, Norfolk, and Szffolk, on the contrary, 
ens gives the same version as the second volume: of 2 


ie very “suggestive meaning, One of theme is. ean 
the end of the Survey of Worcestershire and was foolishly 
~ supposed by the compilers of the index volume (pp. 250; 2) a 
315) to relate to lands held by “Eddeva” and entered 
immediately before it. The passage is an independent 4 
note, running thus :— a 
In Esco Hund’ jacent x. hides in Fecheham et iii, hide in as 
_ Holewei et scripte sunt in brevi de Hereford. — 
In Dopintret Hund’ jacent xiii. hide de Mertelai et v. hae de 
- Suchelei que hic placitant et geldant, et ad Hereford reddunt_ 
firmam suam, et sunt scripte in breve vegis (i. LS RAehs Se - “A 
All four places are found on fo. 180d, “Feccheham” ane “3 
“Haloede” (sic) “* together (under “Naisse" Hundred ™4) 
as paying a joint ferm—* Merlie” (Martley) under “ Dede 
tret’’ Hundred and Suchelie (Suckley), now in Hereford- 
shire, as “in-Wirecestrescire ” (cf. i. 172). a pes 
It is clear then that Domesday here uses.“ breve” of a: 
return, not of a writ, and I venture to think the word may 
refer to the abbreviated entries made in Domesday Book | 
itself as suet from those zz extenso found i in ine originals 
returns.” 
pe This usage is found in both. volumes. We read of lari = 
eS at Marham, Norfolk, held by Hugh de Montfort ; “est 
- -mensurata in brevi Sancte Adeldret” (ii. 238), whee the. <y 
reference is to the “Terra Sanctz Adeldredre ” tu" 212), Se 
and of Hurstington Hundred, Hunts, “Villani et soche-- = 
manni geldant secundum _hidas in brevi scriptas” Cs 205) 
The reference, in both cases, is to the text itself. “< 
- The former of these two phrases is repeated in the Ln- ‘3 
guisttto Eliensis,© a fact of some importance if as [ venture | 


343 Hallow near Worcester. 
4 Note, Ash—“ Esch ”—~“ Naisse.” . 
“ate Compare the heading to the “breve abbatis”: “Hic an biereate 
quot carucas,” etc., etc. The returns of the Norman barons in ee were © 

styled “breves.” 
46 Ed. Hamilton, p. 137. 


Materials used for the “Ing. Eliensis” 37 


uring. We see that the phrase cannot have occurred 
n the original returns, where all the entries relating to 
-Marham would have come aon But if it was only 


eo 


is a note of its possessions in the Borough of Cam- 


ates, in dominium and thainland and socha, in all six 
counties,,and of the lands held by Picot the Sherriff, 
Hardwin d’Eschalers and Guy de Rainbudcurt, to which 


- with Hertfordshire, the extracts from the original returns 
(pp. 124, 125). Both the Cambridgeshire and Hertfordshire 
portions close with the words, “De toto quod habemus,” 
_ete., referring to the totals worked out by the Abbey from 

gbe entries in the original returns. . 

With Essex, we enter at once on a diferent system. 
| This portion, which extends from p. 125 to p. 130 (line 8), 
is arranged not by Hundreds but by fiefs. It first gives the 

_Jands eite held by the ee us coming first in Domes- 


think, it is there meaningless. The point is worth 


This, indeed, is ne point to ain I am working, noe 
issex, er and Suffoik, I believe, the pee ofjthes 


ik ‘to ane this aa we must briefly ‘eine he or gs 
return. The Cambridgeshire portion extends from p. Io1 to 
p. 120. It extracts from the original returns, hundred by 
ndred, all that relates to the Abbey of Ely. Following 


bridge’ (pp. 120-1), and then summaries of the Abbey’s — 


laid claim as its own (pp. 121-124). Then we resume — 


eae 


iis Be 


oe 
Seah 


ate 


Domesday 3 Book 


a -calumpniatur abbas de ely secundum breve regis.” 
_ Essex we pass to Norfolk, the entries for which, com 
cing on p. 130 with the words “In Teodforda,” e no 
p. 141 at “Rogerus filius Rainardi.” These again are 
divided into two portions, namely, the lands credited to ae 
Abbey in Domesday (pp. 130-136), and those which it 
claimed but which Domesday enters under other own 
(pp. 137- 141). Between the - two comes the total valtee 


, ee the ARbEES Last of the Eastern counties is ‘Suffolk, 
which begins on p. 141 at “In Tedeuuartstreu hund.,” and 
ends on p. 166. -This also is in two portions, but ‘the 
_ order seems to be reversed, the alleged aggressions on the 
_ Abbey’s lands coming first and its uncontested possessions 
last. The latter portion begins on p. 1 5 3, where the J B text - 
inserts the word “ Sudfulc.” eS 

The following parallel. passages are of interest as” Sioa 


ing how closely. thest E. followed D.B. even when recordi 1 
a judicial decision. . 


D.B. Se LE, 

In dermodesduna tenuerunt In dermodesdun a tenueru: 
_xxy. liberi homines 1 car. terre xxv. lib. homines 1 car. terre. x 
ex quibus habuit sca. Al. com-  quibus habuit -S. Edel. ‘sacam 
mend. et socam T.R.E. Tune--et socam et commend. T.RE. 
vi. car. modo ii., et iii, acre Tunc~ y™. car. modo ii, et iii: 
prati, et val. xx. sol. Rogerus acre vfati, et val.xX; “soleus 
bigot[us] tenet de abbate, quia bigot tenet de Abbate quia 
abbas eam derationavit super Abbas eam 
eum coram episcopo de sancto - eum coram episcopo -constan- 
_Laudo, sed prius tamen tenehat tiensi. Sed prius tamen tenuit ae 
de rege (ii. 383). [= de rege (PSis7c)s Se 
The one variation, ‘the Bishop’s style, has a curious parallel. 
in Deisesuayt Book (i. 165), where under the rubric “ T erra 
Episcopi Constantiensis” we read « eee de Sancto 
Laudo tenet,” etc. 
We may take it then that the com 
Eliensis worked for Cambridge and 


dirationavit — super bs 


pilers of the’ Inguisitio 
Herts from r the original 


Date a, Domesday Book 


7 but, e the - eastern “counties, from the second 
ee & of: eo What are the corollaries of this 
_ They used, Bor some reason or - other, the _ 


cs oe: siden, Reetciay for hee I ibe sviasis felt 
not a little uneasy as to the accepted date for the comple- . 
io of Ee SaHy ue’ Mr. Eyton went so far as to — 


rr perial orders have gone forth that the coming Codex, i 
Dome sday that is to outlive centuries, is to be completed before — 
casas sth, in | that year yee when King Wilkam himself 


But was it aed then? All that the. chronicle says of -_ 
es ee is that the “ eek weran gebroht to him,” ae 


Anno ligne octogesimo. ‘sexto ab incarnatione Domini vice- 
‘simo vero regni Willelmi facta est ipsa descriptio non solum per hos 
aires °s comitatus sed etiam per alios. 


oe 140 . — Domesday Book 


1086, Domesday Book (which Styles itself Liber de Win- 
tonia), was completed in that year. The phrase “per hos 
tres comitatus ” proves, surely, that “ descriptio” refers to. 3 
the Survey, not to the book. ee 
I have never seen any attempt at a real explanation of — 
the great difference both in scope and in excellence between _ 
_ the two volumes, or indeed any reason given why the — * 
Eastern counties should have had a volume to themselves, a 
For a full appreciation of the contrast presented by the two 
_ volumes, the originals ought to be examined. Such differ- 
ences as that the leaves of one are half as large again as _ 
those of other, and that the former is drawn up in 
double, but the latter in single column, dwarf the come 
paratively minor contrasts of material and of handwriting. _ 
So, too, the fulness of the details in the second volume may : 
obscure the fact of its workmanship being greatly inferior 
to that of the first. Of its blunders I need only give one — 
startling instance. The opening words of the Suffolk — 
Survey, written in ~ bold lettering, are “Terra Regis de | ; 
_. Regione” (2814). T~ have no hesitation in Saying that ~ 
_ the last words should be “de Regno.” Indeed, the second 
formula is found on 2894, as “Terra Regis de Regno,? = 
while on 1196 under “ Terra Regis,” we read « hoc. > 
-manerium fuit de regno.” So also in the Exon Domesdar 


va 
raeetes, Sites ) pein. ines a. ee ° 7 i y 
“Terra Regis” figures as “ Dominicatus regis ad regnum 


an The most erroneous date that has been suggested for Domesday = = 
_ the year 1080. Ellis wrote, referring to Webb’s “short account,” that Mi 
5S > “the Red Book of the Exchequer seems to have been erroneously quoted x 
as fixing the time of entrance ‘upon it as 1080” (i. 3). Mr. Ewald,* 25 
following in his footsteps, has repeated his statement (under “Domesday i 
Book ”), in the Lucyclopedia Britannica ; and, lastly, Mr, de Gray Birch - ¥ 
asserts on his authority that “this. valuable manuscript” is not respon- hae 
sible for that date (Domesday Book, p. 71). All these writers are mis- 
taken. The Diologus de Scaccario, indeed, does not mention a year, but 
Swereford’s famous Introduction, in the Red Book of the Exchequer, does SS 
give us, by an astounding blunder, the fourteenth 


: 1 year of the Conqueror 
1079-1080) as the date of Domesday (see below, p. 264). on a 


ae at 


* Author of Oxi Public Records. 


STA be 


The Parrittiied order: of | ihe tenants: -in-chief 
or Norfolk and for Suffolk—where laymen precede the 
| hurck aa___is another: proof of inferiority, but only minute 


stivation could) show the ee er ignorance of the. 


ification of the returns. 


nich, Se its TORS NEE must have aoe deca 


erative. So drastic and so successful, on this hypo- | 
esis, was the reform, that while these three counties had 


ded a volume of 450 folios, the rest of England that was 
veyed—some thirty counties—was compressed into a 
gle volume of 382 folios, and on a system which rendered — 


ultation easier and more rapid. In every respect the — 


irst volume is a wonderful improvement on the second, 


eet the authorities ae have shrunk from_ Behe Sp oe 


a itcsis Bis by “ae facts. If it were ede 
t at the time when the Ely return was made, the 
“second” volume had been compiled, and the “ first » had 
ooh I proud have established my case. But it ee be 


‘ To this I reply: so far as the 
ee of the estates are concerned, that neither the terms 
of the writ nor the heading of the Juquisdtio involved 
the inclusion of such details as Domesday Book omitted. 
If the scribes inserted ‘them, it must have been merely 

ecause ‘they: inserted everything they found in the records 


961 eZ am not sure that even “the pertinjent) ad rege(m)” of the “first” 


volume (1000) is not a mistake for “ regnum.” 
On fo. 17 isa curious deleted list of church fiefs in Essex, which moe 
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Domesday Book 


Seis ee 
* ae winch they copied. _ It might still be urged that they 
in went to the returns for the names of the Juratores ; but why 
oat s0, did they not do so for the three eastern counties? It 


certainly seems to me to be the most satisfactory explana- | 
Hon ‘that tue materials supplied for compiling this return, % 
eins as being the recognised official records, were the so-called _ ce 
See second” volume of Domesday, and (for the _ Test) the — j 
Be. original returns, Se 


: : i ae 
XIX. First MENTION or DomEsDAy BOOK: Sane 


No one now-a-days should require to be told that the ee 
=e pseudo-Ingulf’s dealings with Domesday are devoid of all 
sai authority. Some, however, may still believe in the tale 
found in that “Continuatio” of his chronicle which 1S Sa : 
fathered on Peter of Blois. It is there that Ellis found 
(putting Ingulf aside) the only case of an appeal to its 
witness before the reign of John.** Setar. ea 
_ With the “Continuatio” I shall deal below, 
_ would observe, while on the subject, that the « 

Ingulf” (charters and~all) was, I believe, largely concocted 3 
a by the help of hints gathered from Domesday Book. 

_ The absence of any authoritative 
a days, of our great record gives a 5 
ir entry in the Chronicle of Abingdon (ii. 115-6), where w 

read’ that Abbot Faritius was impleade 


ann 
4 Ba x 
3 


* 


oram episcopis Rogero 
et Ricardo Londoniensi, et con 
ratiocinando ostendit declamationem eorum — 


= 
injustam esse. _Quare, justiciarorum regis judicio obtinuit ut illud 
4} . i . ‘ ‘ 
See ianérium,: etc, ~\<." <) sed quia r 


oe “A \ ™ . 
ex tunc in N Ormannia erat, 
regina, que tunc preesens erat, taliter hoc sigillo suo confirmavit. 


Then follows . the Queen’s writ, an 
of the plea held in the royal “Cu 
names of the “barons” present, 


nouncing the decision . 
tia,” together with the 
These names enable us to- 


8 Introduction to Domesday, i. 354. 
™ Vide infra, p. 188, . 


Domesday 2 Pook ay ee RS Vie 


ne a certain limit for the date of the See 

stinus Capellamus,” for instance implies that it was 

vious to his obtaining the See of York in 1114, while the 
sence of Richard, Bishop of London, places it subsequent 
26th July, 1108. It must, therefore, have been held 
ee the pes absence between mee 1108, and the end 


ummer sat III 3. 

he action of the Queen in n presiding over this placitum 

‘rates a recognised practice, of which we have an- 
ance in Domesday itself (i. 2384), where it is stated 
Bishop Wulfstan, “terram deplacitasse coram regina 
hilde in presentia tii vicecomitatuum.” The Queen’s 
ription of the Curia Regis as “curia domini mei et Ser 

should be compared with the phrase employed by the 

oe of Henry ie who, similarly — sete in her husband's - 


on per ens de Thasaueae 
eae anodl etc. 


e oe was held 2 in castello Nope ” says the 


edit au cy liber ille te quo queeris sigilli regii comes est 
ividuus i thesauro” (I. XV.) The connexion of the 


als OO to ee and the establishment eich of = 


: rad panes Domesday Boek ae eee 


Book with the queag is brought out strongly i in ries Bee 
 fogus, and leads to the presumption, as Mr. Hall perceived, — 
that the Treasury being originally at Winchester, the Book 
was there also-—as- indeed we see it was under Henry F.** — 
On the -date ef its removal to W estminster, there has been i : 
tauch discussion between my friend Mr. Hall and myself oo = 
Mr. Hall relies mainly on the Dialogus de Scaccario, and on Bi J 
the inferences he draws from it, for the’ early remoyal of ri 


S ter Treasury see? fmaportante ae Berane than ee is sy 
willing to admit. The leading records, of course, were — 
stored there as well as treasure. We find William Rufus 
speaking of “meis brevibus . . . qui sunt in thesauro 
mea Wyntonie”;“8 and we read that, on his ~ father’s: Res 
death, “ pergens a Wincestre thesaurum patris sui. ES 5 . 
Saini: erant autem in thesauro illo 1x. mfille] libra ree 
_ genti excepto auro et gemmis et vasis et palliis.” ® Hem- — ; 
ing’s Cartulary describes the Domesday returns as stored | 
“in thesauro regali,” and Henry of Huntington states 
that “inter thesauros reposita usque’ hodie servantur.” 
Now, as the Treasury was in Winchester Castle at the 
time of the above suit, and as it had been in 1100* and_ a 
1087, so it was still at the accession of Stephen in 1135;- 
and at the triumph of Matilda in 1141. This is absolutely | a 
certain from the Chronicles, nor do they ever mention any | 
other Treasury. Moreover, the contents of this Treasury — 
in 1135—“erant et vasa tam aurea quam argentea ”— ei 
correspond with those described by the Dialogus forty 


ita 


#8 This account of the Winchester placitum is taken from my second — ~ s 
‘1 article on “The Custody of Domesday Book ” (Antiquary, xvi. Q-10). 


%T Academy, 13 Nov., 1886 ; Domesday Studies, p. 537 note ; and Mr 
Hall’s Antiquities of the E: xchequer, Sok ike) 


*8 Mon. Ang., ili. 86. ; Ass 

%9 Hen, Hunt. 211 ; Richard of Hexham says of Henry P's aS of 
liberties that “in zerari suo als Wintoniam lear] conservari vey 
cepit” (p. 142). 
Nae Domesday Studies, 546-7. nie 

3 Supra, note 25 5. 4 


145 
later :—“ vasa diversi generis aurea et argentea,” 
, there is a piece of evidence which has not yet been 
uced, namely, that in his Axpugnatio Hibernica (1188), 
aldus, speaking of that ring and letters which John of 
Si isbury declared had been brought by him from the Pope, 
and were “ still stored in the Royal Treasury,” writes of 


ulum aureum in investiturze SIGH Gey aa qui statim simul 
Privilegio 1% aychivis Wintonia repositus fuerat. 


Vinchester as the only recognised repository for all such _ 
cts as these. teh = to 
Mr. Hall, indeed, has gradually modified his original — 
sition that “Ingulphus saw the Domesday register, as it 
low exists, at Westminster,” and that it was sent there for i 
od from Winchester “early in the reign of Henry 1,” 
but he still places the establishment of “the” Treasury at _ 
‘Westminster, in my opinion, too early. It is the gradual 
* A a s 
_decay of Winchester as the capital and seat of adminstra- 
that makes it difficult to say positively when or how 
national records, Domesday Books among them, were 
ansferred to Westminster, We have seen at least that, in 
arly days, the “Liber de Wintonia,” as it styles itself, 
its home within the walls of the Royal castle of Win- 
chester; and I cannot but think, now as at’ first, ‘thatcit< 
be an by visiting Westminster for Exchequer sessions _ 
~ only. : aeiee 5 fits 
_ In any case, we have seen its witness appealed to on a 
far earlier occasion than had hitherto been known. In my 
paper on “An Early Reference to Domesday,” ™ I quoted _ 
an even earlier mention of the “Descriptio Anglia,” but 
again the reference seems to make rather to the Domes- 
7 Survey itself than to Domesday Book, the “Liber de 


raldus certainly must have looked on the Royal Treasury | 


- 3 4 theneum, 27th Nov., 1886. 
983 See also Domesday Studies, 547 note.? 
— ™ Domesday Studies, 539 et sq. 
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Domesday --Domesday ‘“‘Inquisitio 
~ Book, vol. II. Book, —Elliensis,”.__ 
hee vol.I.  -— guoad Camb. Cantabrigi 
Poet eters ‘ sand Herts!) ) “(Tibs 7c. 
pee" Tniciisitio tesa cane mala ae =e 
s Hlicnisis,’ <7 Peo = Lee tc ai cok 
_ quoad Wssexy roe. 2 rai texte a een text. Ste 
NEES Suffolk. S ints 2 SS etole ae 
[doe tte ea ae A text 
. cre tee _ (printed by 
_B text. = . 
| 
pe AC text: 
_ (printed by © 
Ellis). 


PoE will be observed that I dor not touch the Liber = Ont 


fog E THE : NORTHAMPTONSHIRE Ne 
f GELD-ROLL, a 


HIS remarkable neers was printed by Sir Henty 2 
: Ellis (1833) in his General Introduction to Domesday 

184-187) from the fine Peterborough Cartulary belonging 
the Society of Antiquaries (MS. 60). I shal not, there- 
re, reprint it here, but will give the opening entry as a oe 
Beemer of its style :— a ae . ae 


’ 


A This i is unto Suttunes (Sutton) hundred, that is an meinen hides. 

t was in King Edward’s day. And thereof is “gewered” one 
twenty hides and two-thirds of a hide, and [there are] forty 
s inland and ten hides [of] the King’s ferm land, and eight Soeee 
ind twenty hides and the Bee of a hide waste. 


Ve have seen supra: p. 59) that Ellis not only erred, but 
en led Dr. Stubbs into error, as to the character of the 
undreds” enumerated in this document. Except for 
hat, I cannot find any real notice taken of it, although it — 

has been in print over sixty years. It appears to be not 
even mentioned in Mr. Stuart Moore’s volume on Northamp- 

_tonshive in Domesday; and no one, it seems, has cared oe 
- enquire to what date it belongs, or what it really is. 
Now, although written in old English, it is well subse- 

nt to the Conquest, for it mentions zzder alios “Rod- 
1s wif > who, we shall find, was Maud, wife of — 


pyne in his little-known Shrine (pp. 205-208), and pronounced by 
error) to be “evidently” of the date 1109-1118. 


On the other fant it cannot. be later than_ 1075, we ; 
~ oe of Jands held ey es the lady, the ings: wife”; anc 


jee 


_ other ae us. The former is = that of “the Seal Kia 
_ holding land even then in a shire where his successo 
were to hold it so largely: the other is “Osmund, the 
a King’s writer,” in whom one is grievously tempted to 
detect the future Chancellor, Saint and Bishop. But, apar 
_ from his identity, his peculiar style, exactly equating, as 
it does, the Latin “clericus regis,” emboldens me to make — 
the hazardous suggestion that we possibly have in this 
document an English rendering of a Latin “Oneida, a 
_ cuted in the Peterborough scrzptorium. = 
| For what. was the purpose of the document? It may be 
pronounced without hesitation to be no other than a geld- 
roll, recording, it would ‘seem, a levy of Danegeld hither-- 
to unknown.” There are three features which it has_ in 
common with the rolls of 1084: it is drawn up hundred _by ne 
hundred; it records the exemption of demesne; and it 
_ specifies those lands that had failed to pay their quota? ; 
Its salient feature is one that, at first sight, might seem — 
to impugn its authenticity, This is the almost incredible 
amount of land lying “waste.” If we confine our attention 
to the land liable to geld represented by the first and fourth 
columns in my analysis below, we see that by far th a 


Sas 


2 I opposed in 1886 (Domesday Studies p,p. 86, 87) the accenrea § view — 
that no Danegeld was levied by the Conqueror till the winter of 1083-4 : 
and discussed (zééd., 88-92) the Ingisuitio Geldi, which, as Mr. Eyto 
showed (Key zo Domesday), belongs to that date. It has been persistently 
confused with the Exon Domesday (being bound up with it), as by Mr. | 
an Jones, in his Wiltshire Domesday (pp. xxxvii., 153 et sq.), pad. Professor 
a Freeman (Quart Review, July, 1892, p, 22). 

oo * It was connected, I find, by Mr. Cockayne with military service, n 
with Danegeld. 


: 149 
ar er ‘proportion of it is entered as “waste” = yett this 
i, ess to a terrible devastation is the best ae: of its 
few thenticity ; ; for it sets before us the fruits of those 


‘Mr. FE. reeman, paraphrasing the English chronicle :-— 


hampton as if it had been the country of an enemy. They 
men, burned corn and houses, carried off cattle, and at last led 


eae 

a is 

E oss that that and all other lesser wrongs would have been for- 
n in the general overthrow of England. N Crate HOnSnTe a and 
. shires near to it were for ay winters the worse. 


cour record’s striking testimony to the truth of the 
geleis words.; 2.4 7- ‘ 

The devastation that our roll records had been well 
in the Rockingham entry :—“Wasta erat quando rex 
pe ibi castellum _fieri. Modo valet xxvi. sol.” 


But it is not only that the entries of “waste” on our 


ol are thus explained: they further prove it to te as I 
have urged, a “ Danegeld” roll. For when we compare it 

with the Pipe roll of 2 Hen. II. (1156), we find the latter 
‘similarly allowing for the non-receipt of geld from land 
“in waste”; and it is specially noteworthy that the por- 
n thus “ eaate® is in every case, as on our roll, entered 
the others. The fact that the geld was remitted on 


S Pires; ‘3 the devastation of Nériiata ctonstits in 
, so the first surviving roll of Henry II. illustrates the 


een throughout under the royal rule, the waste was 


ges in the autumn of. 1065, which are thus described 


feats. PNerther followers dealt with the country about 


several hundred prisoners, seemingly as slaves. The blow 
so severe that it was remembered even when one would have 


‘Freeman, had he Fetal it, would have eagerly wel- 


at the time of Domesday ; but we obtain a glimpse 


2 \ . ¢ td ry Z <t . Ki eo ‘ Pe » . d 
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pee: had been made “waste” is now established by 
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range of devastation under Stephen. In Kent, which — 
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5 eet 


infinitesimal; in Yorkshire it was slight; but in ccthel ees 
Midlands, which had long been the battle-ground of rival 
feudal magnates, it was so extensive that, as here in North- _ 
amptonshire after the Conquest, there was more land ex- 2 
_ empted as “waste” than there was capable of paying. ° > ae 
- Before leaving this subject I briefly compare the cases 

of Northamptonshire and of East Sussex. In the former, 
we have seen, it is only our document that preserves for ra 
us evidence of the ravages in 1065; Domesday does not 
record them, because they had then (1086) been repaired. — 
But in East Sussex, the entries are fuller; and as was 
observed by Mr. Hayley, an intelligent local antiquary:— 


- It is the method of Domesday Book, after reciting the par- 
ticulars relating to each Manor, to set down the valuation thereof, at 
three several periods, to wit, the time of King Edward the Confessor, 
afterwards when the new tenant entered upon it, and again at thetime _ 
when the survey was made, Now it is to be observed in perusing 
the account of the Rape of Hastings in that book, that in several of 
the Manors therein at the second of these periods, it is recorded of 
_ them that they were waste, and from this circumstance it may upon 
_ good ground be concluded what parts of that Rape were marched — 
over by, and suffered from the ravages of the two armies of the _ 
Conqueror and King Harold ; and indeed, the situations of those _ 


Manors is such as evidently shows their then devastated state to be 
owing to that cause.‘ fics 


Mr. Freeman's treatment of this theory was ‘highly 
_ characteristic. In the Appendix he devoted to the subject® _ 


he first contemptuously observed of the allusion to Harold’s ee 
army :— . oF Sn 


= wae 


This notion would hardly ha 
the sort of sanction given i F< 
Hayley. I do not believe that any army of any age ever passed 
through a district without doing some damage, but to suppose that 


: Harold systematically harried his own kingdom does seem to me the — 
height of absurdity. , Se ees ee 


‘Quoted in Ellis’s Iytroducction 


to Domesday, i. 31 -6. 
* Norm. Cong,, iii 741-2, 4 - ‘ 


. 


re 


= Manors, i Waste” in 1066 ae ; 


. nee to Pare “his course by systematié: 
gee Mr. Hayley had never charged him = 
“systematic. harrying;” he had merely traced with 


nek’ ae the Baan of his een to Senlac by the e . 


eae aDemesies : ath common Re On The latter E 
ed from the hasty assertion that 3 . 


a Jasting ‘nature of the destruction wrought at this time is shown 
eb the he cei of ae tound about Hastings which MG 


1 not have done the sort of lasting damage which i is implied i in 
ds being returned as “ waste” twenty years after. The 
ing must have Se ete es and eae: like the. sou 


» whole argument rests on a , careless reading of Domes- _ 
‘it was on passages such as these that Mr. Doe 


Totum manerium T.R.E. valebat xx. lib. Et post vasta fuit. bis 


Modo xviii. lib. et x. sol. ‘ 
~- Totum manerium T.R. E. mateo xiiii, lib. Postea vastatum futt. 


(odo xxii lib. | ; 
Bre. manerium T.R.E. webat exiiii sol. Modo vii. lib. 


Vastatum Lush. 7 


‘Thus, so far from being returned in 1086 as “ waste,” these 

: ors, we S€e, had already recovered from their devasta- 
cae tion at the Conquest, and had even, in some cases, increased — 

et ee And so Mr. Freeman’s argument falls to the 


6 The phrase Posed by Mr. Freeman in criticising Prof. Pearson 
i aoe he ut ae 


|The Northamplnshv Geld. Roll 4 ea 


y* 


_ Freeman’s very real one. 
: ~ the ravages were “ lasting,” aie ‘must therefore Hare beet 
_ “systematic,” Mr. Freeman wrote: 23 


- Possibly the writer had in his mind the banca of ‘the oe 
lands of the Athenians, as described in the pages of Thucy- =e 
-dides: but how can it have been politic for William, “not 
ey to provoke Harold, but to outrage the English people? 
_ It was Harold with whom his quarrel lay; and as to thos 
he hoped to make his future subjects, to ravage their land 
peilly and wantonly was scarcely the way to commend 
himself to their favour: it would_rather impel them, in 
dread of his ways, to resist his dominion to the death, ‘ 
- But if William’s policy be matter of question, Domesday 
at least is matter of fact; and Mr. Freeman’s followers 
cannot be surprised at the opposition he provoked, when we 
find him thus ridiculing a student for a charge he never 


made, and proved to have himself Sue from his careless. = 
reading of Domesday, : 


I now append an analysis of the roll, shows: ihe ee ; 
a _ portion of land “gewered,’8 of « inland,” of terra regis, — 
_ Of land which had not paid (in : square brackets), and of 
“waste.” The totals in—square~ brackets are those given a ay 


in the document ; the others are those actually accounted 
or, 


8“ Wered,” like “Wara” (supra, p. 118), refers to _assessment, and 
corresponds with the “defendit se” phrase in Domesday. ~ lt ‘seers: 
here to represent the land which had actually paid. 


sis of the Roll 


Terra nee ; Total. i 
- Regis, ~ 


10 m 28h 


=F The persons mentioned as not having paid can in ‘most : 
es Pe identified. Thus “ Robert the Earl’s wife” is one =f if 


. + Vilii. and xx, hida- 
Wank viiil. “s ‘iti hida jiland: ” The text is clearly corrupt. 


is no entry for “waste” in this hundred, so that possibly the 


s, “xv. hida westa” are omitted. 
‘here’ are ae some Ue ee munitied here in the Peterborough 


Qe Pr ey 


154 Lhe Northamptonshire Geld-Roll 
of those in Rothwell Hundred, whose land was “ unwered.” — 
This was clearly Maud, wife of Count Robert of Mortair 
-- who had been given lands by her father, Roger of Mont- _ 
-gomery, at Harrington in this Hundred. Domesday, it is — 
true, where it figures as “Arintone,” knows it only as tz 
oo Terra secclesie de Grestain” (222 6); but a charter [oi og 
Richard I. (ger Inspexitmus) confirms to the Abbey “ex dono ‘ 
-Matildis Comitisse Moreton... xXXXii. hidas terre quas 
dederat ei pater suus Rogerus de Montegomerico, scilicet 
apud Haxintonam (s7¢) viii. hidas, etc”"4 As the lands had . 
first been given to Roger, then by him to his daughter, and, 
finally, by her to the Abbey, I cannot think our document — 
earlier, at any rate, than 1068. Edith, whose name proves — 
it not to be later than 1075, is entered as “the lady, the 
King’s wife,” holding eight hides in Neuesland Hundred, — 
and again as a holder in Rothwell Hundred, under the 
name of “the King’s wife.” Both entries, doubtless, refer ts 
to her wide-spreading Manor of “ Tingdene” (1. 222), parts — 
of which lay in both the above Hundreds. Of the other © 
holders we may notice “Urs” (2 Urse d’Abetot), and 
“Witeget the priest”; but these are quite eclipsed by — 
Richard and William Engaine, of whom the former occurs — 
twice and the latter thrice on the roll. In Spelho Hundred ~ 
“Richard” seems to be credited with ten hides at “ Habin- +2 
tune” on which “nan peni” had been paid. In Domesday 
his holding at Abintone is given as four hides (i. 229). In_ : 
the same Hundred, William’s land at “Multune” is in 
default. Moulton is not entered under his fief-in Domesday, — 
but under that of Robert de Buci we find a “ William” — 
3 holding of him a hide and.a virgate and a half in Moulton. — 
_- This was William Engaine, as was the “William” of ‘our 
roll; and in the Hen. I-Hen. II. survey,” we find land in 
Maulton entered as of Engaine’s fee. Still more interest: — 
ing is it to note that so late as 25 Ed: I. more than two | 
centuries after Domesday, John Engayne is found holding 
half a fee in Moulton of Ralf Basset, and Basset of ‘the 


¥ 


wy 
ae 
* 


4 Monasticon, vi. 1090. Beira po 2tg on ae 


od For, as our Leicestershire survey shows,* 
the Domesday fief of Robert de Buci had passed to Basset, 
of whose heir, therefore, Engayne held, as_ his ancestor 
had held of Robert de Buci, in the days of William the 
Song ueror: <P Fo“): o | ; 
It is particularly instructive to follow out the Northamp-. 
tonshire fief of William Engaine. yee 
he is entered only as “ Willelmus” holding 34 hides in 
Pytchley (Piteslea), and Laxton (Lastone), worth at that 


of a debt to the crown “ut rehabeat terram suam de 


virga,” this being the “i, virga” assigned to him in the 
list of Peterborough knights (zé,, Pp. 169). The “Rotulus 
_ de Dominabus ” (1185) shows us the “Piteslea” estate in 
the hands of Margaret Engaine, makes it worth 46, and 


“Testa de Nevill” (p. 37) enters Richard “de Angayne” 


ton” worth £6 a year. It tells us, further, that he held 
them by serjeanty—“ et est venator leporum, et facit 
oe servitium.” From the nature of this return I assign it to 
the inquest of 1198, in which case it is of some value, as 
_ identifying five carucates under the new assessment with 


_ the other hand—the heir of the Richard Engaine of Domes- 
day, returned himself in 1166, as the King’s forester in fee, 
and attending the King’s person, with his horn hanging 
from his neck.!8 ; 

2 “1 Infra, p. 212. < 

: See my paper on “The great carucage of 1198” (Eng. Hist. Rev, 
“ES eee custodio forestagium Regis de feodo meo ; et debeo 
re cum corpore Regis in servitio suo paratus equis et armis, cornu meo 
ncollo meo pendente,”—Zzé, Rub., i 333. 


if 


Descent of Engaine Fief 15 5 ° 


In Domesday (i. 229) 
time, £3 Ios. “Vitalis” Engaine was his heir in 1130, for 
the Pipe Roll of 31 Hen. J, (p. 82) records his discharge — 
‘Laxetona.” And this is confirmed by the survey of TIots He 


in the Liber Niger of Peterborough, where we read under _ 
»“Pibtesle” (p. 162): “Et Vitalis reddit iii, solidos pro i. 


mentions that her heir was Richard Engaine (pi 14)> “The= sam 


as holding five carucates of land in “ Pettesle ” and “Laxe-— 


the 34 hides recorded in Domesday.” Fulc de Lisures, on = 


The association of Pytchley with nantag is fos, ack — : 
“even further still. For Richard and William E yaine 


ck: venator fk a owned fee lands when “King Edw 
7 sat upon the throne. 


= Band: ‘In my paper on “ Daneaeld cad. the Trane ( 
: ee I pointed out that eeciees. and Ma ne: 


ae npeady spaniels in the early Ses of ‘ie Gunes “for the | 
__ twenty-five hides of “byrigland” are, for the payment v5) 
pe geld, ” deducted from the Hundred. os 
From the date I have assigned to this docbmnear (anes 
| 2075) it may fairly’ claim to represent our earliest financial _ 
s iscuid, its illustrative value for Danegeld and the Hun-" § 
_ dred, and consequently for Domesday Book, will be obvious - 
to every student. 


” Domesday Studies, pp. 117-119. 
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_THE KNIGHTS OF PETERBOROUGH 
a ox (Temp. Henry 1.) wpa 


<HE interesting “ Descriptio militum de Abbatia de i 

_ Burgo” is found in the same ‘MS. as the North- 
_ amptonshire Geld-roll! It was printed by Stapleton in 
Bs € appendix to his Chronicon Petroburgense (pp. 168-17 ieee 


no- attempt was made to date it, The name of Eudo = 
fer proves that it cannot have been compiled later 
than 1120. On the other hand, it cannot well be earlier — 5 
1100, for some of the Domesday tenants had been — i 
eded by their sons—Robert (?) Marmion, for instance, eee 
- Roger, and Coleswegen by Picot—while the mention. ES 
f “Gislebertus filius Ricardi,” possibly the son of Richard 
Wodeford ” (i. 2244), points in the same direction. As Za 
- majority of names, however, seem to be those of Domes- ve 
y tenants, it is probable that the list is not later than 
Lindsey survey itself, if, indeed, it is not earlier. The 4 


Asketillus de Sancto Medardo tenet de abbatia de Burch in _ 
mascira x. hidas et iii. partes i. virgse, et in Lincolnescira 
trucatas et inde servit se vi. milite. Et de feudo hujus militis 
tex Willelmus senior Eudoni Dapifero in Estona hidam et 

m et mandavit de Normannia in Angliam Episciopo Con- 
rum et R. de Oilli per breves suos ut inde darent ei excam- 
bium ad valens in quocomque vellet de iii. vicinis comitatibus cae 
sed abbas noluit. Sci 


sas Society of Antiquaries’ MS. 60. 
_?Ed. Camden Society. 


We duly find “Anschitillus” in Domesday, holding 
“Witheringham,” Northants and “ Osgodeby,” Linc, of 
the Abbot (i. 2210, 3450). In the same way we are en 
abled to identify the “Rogerius Infans” of our list with 
___- “ Rogerius” who held “ Pilchetone,” according to Domesday ~ 
(i, 2214), of the Abbot, “Ascelinus de Waltervilla ” oe 
= * the “Azelinus” of Domesday (b.), “ Gosfridus nepos — ing 
a: sO bbats ” with “ Goisfridus” who held in ‘Sudtorp’ (2.), and — 
re. ‘Rogerius Malfed” with that “ Rogerius” who held of the 
_ Abbot at Woodford (i. 222). “ Rogerus,” on the other hand, 
who held in Domesday two hides at Milton, Northants 
at 2216), and seven bovates at Cleatham, Linc. Ge $40), 
is represented in our list by ee oe pe OSs, : 


K - Turoldus de Meletona ii. Rs in Plaustnancire et in Lin 
Bae Ses vi. bovatas, et inde Setvit se > altero milite (p. Bates 


‘the: tons of tenants fanpenine to bear the same_ < 
name. For even among the few who are named as holding | 
of the Abbot of Peterborough, we -have found three Rogers 
quite distinct from one another. i ee 
The entries which follow are of value as absolute proofs: 'S 
of succession :— 


t 


DoMDESDAY : _DEscriptio MILITUM. © 


ia _ In Dailintone tenet Ricardus Rodbertus _filius Ricard mies 
de abbate iii." hidas (i. 222). hidas in Hamtonascira, et inde . 
; _..  Servit se altero milite (p. 175). 
<m In Risun habuit Elnod iiii. Picotus filius Colsuaini habet x8 
ae bovatas terreadgeldum . . . dimidiam carrucatam in Rison 
ne a Nunc habet Colsuan de abbate quam abbas dedit patri suo he 
Beet Turoldo (i. 3458 . servicio quod esset ad placita 


abbatis et manuteneret res suas 
et homines suos in scira et in 
aliis locis (p.195).- 9 


This second entry not only records a peaulinde interests | 
ing enfeoffment, but identifies ‘Colsuan,’ the Abbot’s under- _ 


ueror’s | “English favourite Coleswegen, . . . an 
ishman who, by whatever means, contrived to hold 
his head among the conquerors of England,” 3 © * 
As sons, in such cases as these, have succeeded their 
athers, it need not surprise us that our list comprises some — 
names that are found in the Liber Niger survey of 11254 ; 
an, whom, it tells us, Abbot Turold had enfeoffed at 
Oundle (p. 175) occurs there in that survey (p. 158), as 
does Robert d’Oilli at Cottingham (pp. r 59-173)2 Vitalis 
_ (“Viel”) Engaine had succeeded William (Engaine) at 
ytchley both in our list and in the survey of 1125 (cf, ante, 
). 155). gr | prea e2 
One of the most interesting and important points in this” aa 
of knights is the gleam of new light it throws on 
reward “the Wake.” In it we read :— RE i fr 


at Riseholme, with no less a person than the 


_ Hugo de Euremou iii. hidas in dominio et vii. bovatas in Lincolne- 


_ Now Hugh de Euremou is the name of the man who, 
: ding to the pseudo-Ingulf, married Hereward’s daughter. 
» we have proof of his real existence, and are enabled 
oreover to detect him, I claim, in that Hugh who, as a 
miles” of the Abbot, held three hides at “Edintone” 
[Etton, Northants] in Domesday (i. 222). Mr. Freeman 
speaking of the vacancy at Bayeux in 1908, wrote :— 


< 


William at once bestowed the staff on Turold, the brother of 


__* Norman Conquest, iv. 219. We know aliunde that “Picot filius — 
Colsuani” was the son of Colswegen of Lincoln. It would seem to 
be of this estate that we read in the “ Clamores ” :—“ Abbas de Burg 
- clamat iiii. bov. terrae in Risun terra Colsuani, et Wap’ testatur quod 

T.R.E. jacuerunt in zecclesia Omnium Sanctorum in Lincolia.” 

“Society of Antiquaries’ MS. 60. Printed by Stapleton wu Supra. 
*But possibly the Robert d’Oilli of our list may be the firs¢ Robert 
ho, as “ Robertus” in Domesday, held Cranford of the Abbot), while. 

enant of that name in 1125 may be the second Robert, entered in 


Pipe Roll of 1130, and living ¢emp Stephen. 


ST cee 


“160 ones ie « Knights of Peterborough 


ugh of Evermont [sic], seemingly the same Hugh who iguee 


as the legend of Hereward as his son-in-law and successor.* poe 


= 


> But the French editors of Ordericus, in a note to ‘ 
passage from which this statement was taken (iv. 1 
speak of our man as “Hugue d’Envesmeu, donateur « 
peste de St Laurent d’Envermeu : eee de Bec. ees t 


a in n the Lincolnshire e ‘Clamores ” 


Terram ‘Rstora in ~Bereham hund’ dicit Waneaies non babuisse 


- Herewardum die quo gen (D.B., i. 3766). f nore 


"About this entry, as Mr. Fiesaee cbsaved “there can ‘be 
no doubt.” But as the result of his careful ari he ae 
limited “our positive ee 


(3640-377) It is strange that he did not follow up th 
clue the “Clamores” SBaNSS him. The relevant MS 


sin Witham et ‘Mannetorp et Toftlund haber Hivewaek xii, 
_bovatas terre ad geldum. .. . Ibi os [sic] homo abbatis_ " 
Turoldi habet, etc. . : a 

Berew/ita] hujus M. in Bercaham et Estou i. carucata terre ad 
-geldum.': +... . IbiAsford “habet, etesi.7 
-_In Estov Soca in Witham iiii. bovate terrze et dimidia ad was 

,-..« Ibi Asfort'de abbate habet, etc. . . . (i346) 8 83 


Same! 


This is the “terra Asford” referred to in the “ Clamores,” 
and, as amounting to 31s carucates, it is clearly the “ iii ae 7 
____—Carucatas” assigned in our list to “ Ansford.” Thus, — = 
Ba geurnes his successor Ansford, we have at last run down 

our man; Hereward was, exactly as is stated by Hugh 
“Candidus,” a “man” of the Abbot of sete bares: and oe 


© William Rufus i. 571. He makes it “ Evendbarh a ‘in the Norman = 
Congtest, ee 

Envermeu lay on 1 the coast some 10 miles to the east of Dieppe. 

8“ The legend of Hereward” (Norm. Cong., iv. [1st Ed.], £05). 


Epidine was situated at Witham on the Hill, not far 
tom Bourne, and, at Barholme-with-Stow a few tiles off, 
jl in the extreme south-west of the county. This is the 

for which Mr. Freeman sought in vain, and which has 
luded Professor Tout, in his careful life of the outlaw for 
the Dictionary of National Biography. 

We are now in a position to examine the gloss of Hugh | 
Candidus,” showing how “ Baldwin er ‘ possessed the 
old ngs both of Hugh and of Ansford : 


Primus Hugo de Euremu. | Bald wnt Wake tenet in Depinge, 
‘Plumtre, et Stove feoda duorum militum. . . . Et preeterea _ 
us Baldewinus tenet feodum unius militis i in Wytham et Bergham 

e terra Affordi. Et pradictus Baldewinus de predictis feodis abbati “~~ bee 

> Burgo debet plenarie respondere de omni forensi [servitio], 


Here we see how the legendary name and legendary 
tion of Hereward were evolved. The Wakes, Lords 
Bourne, held among their lands some, not far from 

Bourne, which had once been held by Hereward. Thus 

rose the story that Hereward had been Lord of Bourne ; 
it was but a step further to connect him directly with: 

pea etss by giving him a daughter and heir married 
to Hugh de Evermou, whose hands had similarly passed 
o the Lords of Bourne. The pedigree-maker’s crowning © 
roke was to make Hereward himself a Wake,” just 
is Baldwin fitz Gilbert (de Clare) is in one place trans- 
pformed into a _ Wake.” The climax was reached when the 


Prien Newcome Of Newoome? set the seal iS his feniy 
legend oS giving his children “names out of the Saxon 


8 > With its avilces of Rrotere and Toft with Lound. 

10 Ed. Sparke Historie Anglicane Scriptores [1723]. 

Professor Tout throws out the unlucky suggestion: “the Wake, 
é., apparently the watchful one.” 

e the new Monasticon on Deeping Priory, and the rubric to 

a peace The true prema of Baldwin fitz Gilbert will be 


—M 


eter Se ea Co ELLIO a oo 


2962 | The Krishi ie Peterborog 


Retuhing to Hereward himself, we find? Mr. Free 


ve writing (of the eae of 1070) :— 


“At this moment we hear for the first time of one “lice mythic 1 
fame outshines all the names of his generation, and of whom the 


- few historical notices make us wish that details could be filled | 


from some other source than legend. . . . Both the voice S 


legend and the witness of the great Survey agree in conn 


Hereward with Lincolnshire, but they differ as to “the particular | 


- in the shire in which he is to be quartered. Legend also has forgotte: 


h; 
2Ay* 


“a fact which the document has preserved, namely, that the he: 


of the fenland did not belong wholly to Lincolnshire, but th 


aes was also a landholder in the distant shire of Warwick. Bu 


Survey has preserved another fact with which the legendary ve 
of his life have been specially busy. Hereward, at some ti ‘ 
-would seem, before the ae of his exploits, had fled from his! 

country. 


hero; indeed Mr: Freeman admits in ae pees a a 
the Hereward of these entries may be some other pers 
(p. 805). Legend had an excellent sop for ignorin 
this alleged “fact” as had “romances” for having “ 
versely forgotten” to mention the deeds or the fate 


‘dismiss the “fact 2 indoabled fasten” .  thongh it ; 


(Ib. p. 805)—of Hereward’s “banishment” at some t 
etween 1062 and 1070. For the Survey gives no date; 
it eel speaks of “die se aufugiit ”. a elie: 


the words of Florence, “cum paucis evasit.” This at ot 


Sho: explains the Domesday entry (amide, p. 160), for he would 
of course, have forfeited his holding before that date, 


i Norm. Cong. (1st. Ed.), iv. 455-6. wee 
_™ Norm. Cong. (1st Ed.), iv. 484. Professor Tout, Toure 
Mr, Freeman, and accepts an earlier “ flight from England zy as 
One must therefore insist maha “the whole story has no historical 


en 


Gates Hereward s True H, istory 163 


“But leaving fables and guesses aside,” in Mr. Freeman’s 
ords, “we know enough of Hereward to make us earnestly 
ng to know more” (p. 456). My proof that the English 
ero was a “man” of the Abbot of Peterborough explains 
vhy “Hereward and his gang,” as they are termed in the 
_ Peterborough Chronicle, “seem,” Mr. Freeman is forced to 
admit, “to be specially the rebellious tenants of the Abbey,” 
_as distinct from the Danes and the outlaws (p. 459). And 
the vindication, on this point, of Hugh Candidus’ accuracy 
makes one regret that Mr. Freeman, though eager for in- 
_ formation as to Hereward, ignored so completely that 
iter’s narrative. It is in absolute agreement with the 
terborough Chronicle, Mr. Freeman’s own authority, but 
‘ecords some interesting details which the Chronicle omits.“ 
se place Hereward’s conduct in a somewhat different. 
ht, and suggest that he may really have been loyal to 
e Abbey whose “man” he was. His plea for bringing 
é Danes to Peterborough was that he honestly believed 


a. 


at they would overthrow the Normans, and that the 
asures of the church would, therefore, be safer in their 
hands. He may perfectly well have been hostile to the 
rmans, and yet faithful to the Abbey so long as Brand 
d it; but the news that Turold and his knights were 
oming to make the Abbey a centre of Norman rule against 
him” would drive him to extreme courses. Professor Tout 
has made some use of Hugh, but says, strangely, that “the 
stern rule of the new Abbot Turold drove into revolt th 
tenants,” when his rule had not yet begun. . 

_ Again, there is now no doubt where Hereward ought “to — 
_ be quartered.” Two other places with which the Domesday 


Re 6 ] am tempted, indeed, to suggest that Hugh may have had before 
that lost local “account of Hereward’s doings,” which was inserted 
, according to my own view, in an abbreviated form) into the earlier 
( ronicle, according to Professor Earle (see Norm. Cong., iv. 461, note 

aa This solution would explain everything, and would, if accepted, 
y increase the importance of Hugh’s chronicle. 
_ Cf, William of Malmesbury 2 doco. 


ne 


y 


ae 164 i a ve he  Rabhee of Pacha 


survey connects him are Rippingale and, possibly, 
to othe north of Bourne. Living ees on the edge 9 he 


throw off the Norman hee oe the Bios peers oF b 
ousted from his Peterborough lands by a follower of 


Pipatriotic ea - . 
Mr. Freeman, followed ney, Professor Tout} sf hotdg ‘that 


has not. accurately given that stor It iaight pet 
aha as it was by him, that it was Hereward's moth 


eee of i GBoe Ulfcytel, 4 heres it was, secon ‘to 
. Gesta, his wife who did this. The Ges¢a version, he writes 

“of Turfrida going into a monastery to make way ‘for 
_ €lfthryth is plainly another form of the story in Ingt 
_ which makes not herself but her mother do so.” But 
_ the Historia Ingulphi (pp. 67-8) be read with care, it w 
be seen that “mater Turfride,” should clearly be “m 
-Turfrida,” the reading that the sense requires. So there 
is here no opposition, and Ingulf merely follows the Ge. 
version, — 


" Dictionary of National Biography. 
* Appendix on “the Legend of Hereward,” u/ supra, 
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a: I 
William Richard 
de Rullos, de Rullos. 
: Lord of Bourne (see p. 198). 
: temp. Hen. I. 


Baldwin fitz Gilbert, = Adelina. 
Lord of Bourne, 

jure uxorts, 

Founder of 

Bourne Priory, | 


1138." (see p. 474). 


: Roger Emma = Hugh Wac, 
| Lord of 
Bourne, 

Baldwin juve uxoris 
Wac, in 1166, 


Lord of Bourne 


The Psuedo-Ingulf’s version runs :— 


Leofric, = Edith 
Lord of Bourne, 
1062. 
Hereward, Turfri a, 


sal 


Lord of Bourne. 


a daughter, = Hugh de Evermou 
heiress of Bourne. | Lord of Depyng (p. 67). 
a fetes = Richard de Rullos, 
heiress of living temp. Will. I. 

Bourne and (pp. 77-783 
Depyng. PP. 95, 99, 118). 


It will be seen how skilfully the author of this famous 
forgery brings in the names of real people while confusing 
their connexion and their dates. Richard de Rullos, for in- 


19 The names of the churches he bestowed on the Priory illustrate the 
constituents of the Honour of Bourne. 


: 3 “stance, was fens share before 11 30, yet is here de 
eas living under the Conqueror, though represented as m 
par tying the great granddaughter of a man who was himself 
in the prime of life in 1062. The whole account of him as 
an ardent agriculturist, devoted to the » improvement of 
live stock and the reclamation of waste, is quaintly 
- chronistic; but the fact of his being a friend and ben 
factor to Crowland is one for which the writer had prto-. 
. - bably some ground. For my part, I attach most import- 
ance to his incidental statement that the daring deeds of 
_Hereward the outlaw, ue ly in triviis canuntur,” an al 


ae be, so late as ihe ohare wee the aegeky was ¢c com- as 
Spied. : < 
But, leaving Hereward, no entries: in. this List are mot 


"famous name of Nevile :— 


Gislebertus de Nevila [tenet] ii. carrucatas in Lincolnescira, 
servit Abbatiz pro ii. hidis et inde inventi i. militem (p. 171). 

Radulfus de Nevila [tenet] x. carrucatas in Lincolnescira et i. hide 
_ et dimidiam in Hamtonascira et servit se tercio milite (P. "7 5). 


Hugh Candidus wrote of the former :— 


Heres Galfridi de Nevile tenet in Lincolnescire, scilicet in Wa : 
tone (sic) justa Folkingham, et Yoltorpe duas carrucatas terre et ind 
facit plenum servitium unius militis (p. 59). 


in that “ Gislebertus homo Abbatis,” who held of the “Abbokas 
(D.B., i. 3450) at “Walecote” (Walcot near Folkingham), 
So also Hugh “ Candidus” writes of the other Nevile fee :—_ 

Heres Radulfi de Nevile tenet decem carrucatas terrae in a 
shire, scilicet in Scottone Malmetone; et in Norhamtonscire una 
hhidam et dimidiam, scilicet in Holme, Rayniltorp, et na faci 
plenum servitium trium militum (P- 5 5). 


It is, then, Ralf de Nevile that we have in “that Ss ‘Ra 
fus homo Abbatis,” who held of him at “Mameltune,” ar 


Domesday Tenants Identified = 167 


eltorp” with “Holm” in Domesday (i. 3456, 346)— 
with Raventhorpe and Holme (near Bottesford, 
Linc.)—for Hugh, of course, has blundered in placing 
two latter places in Northamptonshire.” The Testa, 
yre exact, enables us to add Ashby to Holme and Raven- | 


horp as part of one estate, held as a single knight’s fee. Ca 


otton, in the same neighbourhood, was held by “Ri- — 


s” in Domesday, but, in the hands of Nevile’s heirs, 


nted a fee and a third. ; ge 
een Ralf and Gilbert de Nevile on fo. 346 we find _ 


_ This was the “Gislebertus Falvel” of our return, 


not Gilbert de Nevile. fog nee : = 
The last Domesday name I shall identify is that of the 
ot’s under-tenant “Eustacius,” who held of him ‘ates 
‘brook, Clapton (Northants), and Catworth (Hunts). Bei 
, I believe, the same as that Eustace who held land,as _ 


) also iz capite. Indeed the abbot’s tenant is ee 


dentified with the latter in the story of the foundation of | 
u tingdon Priory (Mon. Ang., vi. 78), where, as in our 
we find that his two knights’ fees soon passed to — 
etot.” 
“We may learn from this identification that two different — 
-tenants-in-chief and at least one under-tenant may prove — 
to beall one man, just as, on the other hand, we found three 


9 The Panes of Ralf de Nevilla occurs in full in the Lincolnshire 
Clamore ; 
ae nowhere found in Domesday. (See my letter in Academy, 


Bees Teter ssting to trace his holding at Winwick, Hunts, ss 


s” (i. 3766), annihilating the old assertion that this famous 


hen lay partly in Northants. As “ Eustachius” he held im capite f 


newincle” (i. 228), as “Eustachius Vicecomes at : Winewiche : 
6), and as “Eustacius,” a tenant of the Abbot, at Winewiche 
). In the first two cases his under-tenants are given as . Wide- — 
s]” and “Oilard[us],” doubtless the same man. For “ Wine- 


=” we should probably read “ Winewicke.” See also p. 222, fra — (as 


Abb ae aididontis Ssiaen is ee ier 
“Eustachius de Huntendune,” given to this. oe 

_ Inquisitio Eliensis.™ 

_bridgeshire, | similarly Styled in Doncedan (i a & 
de Grentebrige,” “Ilbert de Hertford,” I think, 
Sheriff of Hertfordshire,” and Hamo, a contemporar 

_of Kent, attests a charter as “Hamo de Cantuaria.” 

__ sheriff of Lincolnshire, is found as Turold “of Lincol 
(see p. 329), and Hugh, sheriff of Dorset, as Hugh of “Wa 
ham,” while Walter and Miles “of Gloucester,’ Edw. 


2 and Walter “of Salisbury,” are also cases in point. 


“of Leicester” was sheriff of Leicestershire temp. He 
1, while Turchil “de Warwic” (D.B., i. 2406) may poss: 
bly have owed that appellation to the fact that his fat 
fElfwine was sheriff of Warwickshire. Enough, in at 
case, has been said to show that it was a regular pra 
for sheriffs to derive, as often did earls, their styles . 
the capital town of their shire. 


is 


we ee Cink Cant., Ed. Hamilton, p. Boe 
8 7b., 56, 192. 


(Temp. Ante ». 


TE have, in the? case of the see of Weercaster the 

¥ means of testing some of the changes which took. 

. among its tenants within a generation of Domesday. 

is a survey of that portion of its lands which lay — 
ain the county of Worcester. Although printed ‘Dyes 
learne in his edition of Heming’s Cartulary (fos. 141, 


it escaped notice, I believe, till I identified it myself 


ees: Sig tgs {p. B48): As it eee ER 


nly took this. Seren temp. iene I. to be a ee of eh 
itself, which “should be collated with the — 

“Ms. at the Record Office,” ? but even repeated Si 
‘blunder’ that the names in a document ‘emp. 

ie oes Leste a “the list of eS for 


esday Yas Pp. 5133 ae Book (S. Es C. K.), p. 305 
 * Introduction to Domesday, i. 19. 
“ 4 Domesday Studies, p. 547+ 
abet Book ts P.C.K,), pp, 78; 305+ 


ate a writ entered on fo. ed we may infer that there 
Shad. been some dispute between the Sheriff and the Charet 
of Worcester as to the number of hides in the count} a 
_ which the latter should be rated® This Inquest or aay : 
was the consequence of that dispute, and resulted in the © 
issue of the writ. Its date is roughly determined by t he = Sj 
AGE that Urse d’Abetot was dead when it was 


we may mababiy date it as ated (at the Sadie ‘th, 
1108, and previous to Me death of the Count of Meulan 
re ely, ET 1 Bota pees oe: ; ; 


“the later Sue — 


+ 


DomespaAv. ar 2 SuRVEY temp. HENRY i. 


Chemesege. ee Kemesige. 4 
- Bishop es Stas [13] Bishop . : 5 ahs ; 
Pat TSOI sss arf aa ema ee WEEE ae Beauchamp oo hee 
Roper de Laci. *-. ks, 2 a po 
wValter Ponthers seme oe Hugh Puiher. EArt 


° . en <p oe 


Wiche. ner, Wine. a 


Bishop te eee ete, 32 Bishop . Ry aS 
Urso. ww es os oe QF ° Walter de Beauchamp ect: 


Robert Despenser - + + «. $ Nicholas (de Beauct ? 
Osbern fitz Richard . . or Huet a Osbern ae en 


. 


There was a similar dispute about the same time in the cas 
eens Abbey and its possessions in Berkshire (Abingdon Cart. . 
1600, ‘ 

’ This, however, as I have elsewhere shown must remain a presu: 
tion, as it is possible that, owing to the youth of his heir, he may 
been entered as nominal tenant for some time after his cea (see P. 


Collation with Domesday 


Fledebirvie. 
Bishop . . 
Bishop of Hereford . 
Urso. 


Robert Despenser 
Alricus archid[iaconus] . 


Roger de Laci. . 
Breodun. 
Bishop . 
_ Monks 
ZElricus Rech 
Urso . 
Durand . 


Brictric fil’ Algar ( (in King’s s 


Pace tat bs ba ae 


Bishop . 
Ordric 
Siward 
Roger de Laci. 
Urso . 


Ralph | de Bernai (in king’ s 


hands)-- ... : 
Brictric fil’ Algar (in king’ s 
hands)y 2.25 ‘ 
Blochelet. 
Bishop . 
Richard . 
Ansgot . 


Stephen fil’ Fulcred A 
Hereward essa) 
Monks i900 


Rippel et Uptun. 


Fledebyrvt. 
Bishop.sie- : 
Bishop of Hereford 


Walter de Beauchamp 
Hugh de Laci . 


Bredune. 
Bishop 
Monks 


Walter de Beauchamp 
Gile (? bertus) . 
King . 


Bishop 


Hugh de Laci . 


Walter de Beauchamp 


King. - 
Bloccelea. 
Bishop 
Bishop . . 
Walter de Beauchamp 
“ Deeilesford ” 
“ Eunilade” 
Monks 


Rippel et Uptun. 
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Tredingiun. 
[Bishop . 17] 
Monks a0. s seeps 


Gilbert fil’ Thorold age way ee 


Novwiche. 
EMSHOD Gir at Sook ge ros eee ae 
1 ORE nadie RE a 
Ordric . iene wae 
PATRIC CATCH seis rer hes en I 
Walter Pontheri.i oe; 5.5.) ge: 
Elerlebaldus +. tan cx oa ee 


Ovveberie cum Penedoc. 
The Church of Worcester. 6 


Seggesbarne. 


The Church of Worcester. 3 


Scepwestun. 
The Church of Worcester . 2 


Herferthun cum Wiburgestoke. 
The Church of Worcester. 3 


Grimanleh. 
The Church of Worcester . 
Robert: Despencer. o5 A, os 


Halhegan cum Bradewesham. 
The Church of Worcester . 
Duo Radmanni . . .. 
Roger deWQack po. icy 
Walter de Burh . Seely 
Hugh de Grentmesnil . . 


»o & 


a oo 
bo | noes nope ee 


The Worcestershire Survey 


Tredintun. 
Bishop's: os ach aa eaees wenn 
Monksi rs hae ga ceo 2 
“ Langedurt 22 2ynt ee. oe ee 


Northewike. 
Bishops v3 vs «68 
Walter de peer Rear 


Hugh Puther. . 2. ge 
ait ees... Jy; tests pear Gaunt 


25 : 
Werebyre et Penedoc. | 
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Analysts of the Survey 172 
Cropetorn cum Neothetune. Croppethorne. 
Church of Worcester . . 14 Monks. jena : TS 
Robert Despencer . . . 11 Walter de Beauchamp ‘ 9 
WSO 5. payer : Robert Marmion 7 
Abbot of Evesham. . . Abbot of Evesham . 9 
EE Hate a Rear a a 33 Ibid. “ quiete a geldo” 10 
59 50 
Total for Oswaldslaw Hundred. 
HIpDEs. TENANTS. Hemine’s Torta. 
(ut supra). (ut supra). “He sunt ccc. hide ad 
24 Bishop . . . . . 934 Osuualdes lauues hundret.” 
a5 
40 Monks . . 20055 
35 Walter de Beauchamp se ‘‘ Rpiscopus habet in 
25 King. . : dominio” XCilli. 
38 Hugh Puher 3 “gk “*Monachi” . odie Coals 
23 Hugh de*Laci..* 14 **Walterus de Bealcamp” xx.® 
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299 230 
Huertelere Heortlabyri. 
Church of Worcester. . 20 Bishop . pines 15 
Walter de Beru ushamp 5 
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cece. et Pace XX et xvii. cum his quas Abbas a i pavery tenet de 2 
3 ee Lavus. Wi ae bie = : 


It will be seen that of these 397 hides only 393 are ; 


“accounted for above. The explanation is this. Of the five. : 


S Sia held in “ Fepsintune” by the Church of Worcester wee 


in Domesday, only one is entered in the above list, the 
ae four being wholly omitted, both in the list itself and 


in the total. These four omitted hides: bring up the 393 to ig = 


397, the exact sum that we have to account for. _ 

If the Manors in the above Survey are examined with 
are seriatim, it will be found that they bear manifest 
vitness to the aggressions of Urse d’Abetot, who, we may 


zather from this Cartulary, was the Jdéfe notre of the 


‘Charch of Worcester. The various extensions of his 
Domesday holdings, as at “Fledebyrie,” where twelve 
hides had been increased to twenty-two, were partly due 


to the accession of the lands he inherited from his brother, 
t partly also to his absorption of the lands of other 

tenants and of portions of the episcopal demesne. All the 
enefit of these accessions passed to his son-in-law and a 


_ successor, Walter de Beauchamp. 
oe But perhaps the most important ‘information that this — 
‘Survey gives us is to be found in the light it throws on the 
succession to Robert “Dispensator.”. That he was brother 
to. Urse d’Abetot is, of course, generally known. His re- 
lationship to the Marmions is the crux, I deal with it — 
under the Lindsey Survey," which shows us his Lincoln- 

a shire fief in the hands of Roger Marmion. In the present 

Survey we find that of the seventeen hides and a half 


ol 
ae 


_which Robert Dispensator had neld, at the time of Domes-— 


2p, 1162 
1 Infra, pp. ee et sg 
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that” here, as in Leicestershire, aie Ee had been di 
between the two.” ; 
But this Survey further tells us—if we may ‘trust thes 
text—that, in this succession, Roger Marmion had been — 
preceded by Robert. One may throw it out as a possible | 
suggestion that, in addition to the wife of Walter de — 
Beauchamp, Urse d’Abetot may have had a daughter who 
married Robert Marmion." On the forfeiture of his son a 
ie eer, such a daughter would have pressed her claim, and, 
though the inheritance of Urse himself may, by special 
favour, have been regranted to Walter, she may have ob- 
tained a share of the fief of her uncle, ee Ry Dispensa- 
tor.” But this can only be conjecture. “Ss 
Of the other points of family history on which ie 

ae Survey throws light, one may mention that Hugh “ Puher” — 
had succeeded Walter “Ponther,” that Osbern fitz Richard — 
(of Richard’s Castle) had been succeeded by his son, Hugh 
fitz Osbern; and that though, as in 1095, the name of 4 
Hugh de Laci supplants that of his brother Roger, yet that, 
if we can trust the text, Roger-had in one Manor been ~ 
allowed to retain his Bdge in accordance with a : Poa 


isdhieeday itself. The great Manor of ‘Examine = ivckhame ane 
held by the Church of Worcester. In Bengeworth, one of its “members,” — 
_ Urse d’Abetot, had seized an estate of five hides (Heming’s Cartula 'y 
fo. 1286). His brother, Robert Despencer, had seized two other < mem- 
bers,” Charlton (“Ceorlatuna”) and Elmley (2éz¢.). In Domesday we are 3 
merely told that Robert held eleven hides in Cropthorne. But the ay 
sent Survey fortunately mentions that the portion which fell to Marmion’ ‘Ss 
share was seven hides in “Charlton.” This leaves four hides for Elmley, 
which, added to the five hides of Urse d’Abetot in Bengeworth, makes _ 
exactly the nine hides here entered to Walter de Beauchamp. We thus | 
learn how the Beauchamps became possessed of Elmley. And this cal- 
culation is confirmed by the entry in the Testa (p. 41): “Willelmus ae 
Bello Campo. . . in Elmeleg in dominico iiij. hidas.” 
It is worth noting that we find, in Domesday, both a Robert and | a 
Walter holding of Urse in Worcestershire. 
“See p. 312 infra. 


PR sae yn 


wich under Henry 1. yyy 


is believed to have been practised, namely, that *ofaes 
a hold, however small, on the forfeited. The name 
° > Count of Meulan also, the supplanter of Grentmesnil, 2 
vill be noticed, and that of a “ Nicholas,” whom, as the 
essor ina small holding of Robert Despencer, one might _ 
aps be tempted to identify with the mysterious Sheriff 
affordshire, Nicolas de Beauchamp. ate Ez 
_ There are fragments of two other early surveys relating — 
to Worcestershire, which, as they contain the names of 
Walter and of William de Beauchamp respectively, may be 
hly assigned to the reigns of Henry I. and of Stephen. 
first, which is found in an Evesham Cartulary,” is 
y an abstract of Domesday, but contains a later ands. 
uable analysis of Droitwich, with an important refer- 
e to the Exchequer. The other™ begins in the middle 
survey of what seems to be the Church of Worcester’s 
ecords the lands held, as under-tenant, by William de | 
uchamp, and shows us the Domesday fief of Ralf de- 
deni” in the hands of his heir, Roger de “ Toeni.” <f 


Droitwicu. : 
: sunt x. hide in Wich’. De Witton’ petri corbezun ii. hidas. 
do sancti Dionysii Ricardus corvus et Willelmus filiuy 
lini tenent i. hidam. De sancto Guthlaco Willelmus filiuss 
i tenet i. hidam. De Johanne de Suthlega Ricardus filius 
erti tenet i. hidam. De Pagano filio Johannis Godwi tenet 
idiam hidam. De Waltero de bello campo Theobaldus et petrus 
ent dimidiam hidam. De la Berton’ de Gloucestra [see Glouc. 
aa Randulf filius Ringulfi tenet dimidiam hidam. De nonachis 
oucestrie Baldwinus et Lithulfus dimidiam hidam. De’ Comite. 
Warewice Randulfus et Essulf filii Ringulf tenent iii. virgatas. De 
Waltero del Burc Randulf et Essulf dimidiam hidam. De West- 
nonasterio Theobaldus et Walterus fi? Thorald i. hidam. De 
Imeg: Aiulfi et mater ejus i. hidam. De Battona Aiulfus- 
‘i. virgatam. De Wichebold Rogerus de Bolles i. virgatam, _ 
monachis fil’ Grim tenet i. virgatam. De Kinefare et Douerdale 
atam. Alewi caure et socii ejus dimidiam virgatam." 


* 


1 


13 Harl, MS., 3,763, fo. 80. 
6 Cott, MS. Vesp., B. xxiv. fo. 8. 


Hod debet aoa ad Scacarium Regis Fieacende 
6 Habes x. hidas ad Danegeld et Wasto foreste ii. hidas. _ 
Et in Ederesfeld vi hid[z]. Et in happeworda of ida) 
a) ers: i. hid[a]. Et-in vis st di aes 


Ss 


‘FRAGMENT OF A SURVEY SUBSEQUENT TO 1130 AND PERHAPS — 
y < a Se = 


civc., 1150. 


(Cott. MS. Paths B. xxiv. fo. 8.) 


... manerio de ere Estona Ric’ dimidiam hidam. I 
hundredo de Camele. In Waresleia v. hide de manerio de 
hertlebery. Summa quater xx. et xiii. hidee. 
In hundredo de persora habet ecclesia de Westinpaies fies t 
 quas tenet Willelmus de bello campo. Hekintona iii. hide et iii. ' 
gate. Chaddesleia ii, hide. Langeduna Osmundii. hida et di 
Colleduma iii. hide et iii. virgatee. Graftona Ebrandi i. hida et itt vil 
_ gate. Flavel et pidelet v. hide. Newentona x. hide. Broc 
- Jnardi iii. hide.  Pidelet radulfi iti. hide. Berford v. hi 
Branefford i. hida. Wicha Inardi iii hide. Burlingeham ii. ‘hic 
et i. virgata. €umbrintona ii. hide. Poiwica Willelmi de 
campo i. hida. Newebolt i. hida. Medeleffeld i. hida de poi 
_ An bergam i. hida. Olendene i. hida. Arleia i. ee 
Inardi i. hida. Summa Ix. hideeet dimidia. we 
In predicto hundredo de persora feudum Abbatis persore._ 
xxi. hide. Branefford i. hida. Wadberga iii. hide et dimi 
- Cumbrintona i. hida et dimidia. Lega Ricardi -dimidia 
Walecote et torendune i. hida et dimidia. 


hidas de abbatia de Evesham. Groulees v. “hidas de fetid: Osbe 
~ filii hugonis. go 
In hundredo de Clent. Belua viii. hidze de feudo folwi pagan 
Salawarpa v. hide de feudo Rogeri Comitis. Item Salawarpa i. hida 
de feudo episcopi Cestrie. Chaluestona i. hida de feudo Roberti 
filii Archembaldi. Apud Wich dimidiam hidam Gunfrei. Iter 
 apud Wich i. hidam de terra Sancti Guthlaci quam Rodbertus fi us 
~ Willelmi tenet. Item ibidem dimidiam hidam de Cormell’ qu 
Gilebertus tenet. Cokehulla ii. hidz et dimidiam de feudo re 
Hactona iii. hidee de feudo episcopi baiocensis. Escreueleia i. h 
‘Summa tocius celxiiii. hide et dimidia et es veal: Z 
Terra rogeri de toeney. 
 yirgateee. Alcrintona ii. hide. Linda ii. ae et ad alae ih 
Mora hugonis i. hida et dimidia. Werueslega ii. hide et dimi 
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= Pe Deldcstesa i ii. hide et aiaidia: Rudmerlega i. che et dimidia. 
- Estlega i. hida Geldans et una hida quieta. Sceldeslega i, hida. — 


pe Ricardi ae Portes xi. hide. 


r os - In the ane of these two fragments we recognise in 
as Ralf. It would be of interest if we might identify his 
_Crowland hide (St. Guthlac’s) needs explanation. In 


a Domesday (176) Urse held Dunclent of Nigel the physician, 
be) who held both here and at Droitwich under Crowland 


Walter de Beauchamp in the second fragment. 
_ It is in tracing William de Beauchamp’s succession, as 


__under-tenant to his grandfather Urse, that we find the 


chief interest of the second fragment. He has succeeded 


_ Pershore, and Coventry (the fief of the last having now 
om _ become that of “the Bishop of Chester”). At Wad- 
by _ borough, however, it was Robert “ Dispensator ” whom 
e _ he had succeeded as tenant of Pershore. In one case we 
find him holding of Robert fitz Erchembald, whose Domes- 
_day predecessor we thus learn was William Goizenboded 
(1770). We may also note his tenure of Madresfield (now 
| Lord Beauchamp’s seat),—the earliest mention, I think, of 
the place,—as a limb of Powick. Fulk Paynell, of whom 
_ -‘William held at Beoley, had now succeeded to the Domes- 
oe day fief of William fitz Ansculf, whose tenant “ Robert ” 
5 ae have been Robert “Dispensator.” Osbern fitz Hugh 
had similarly succeeded to the Richard’s Castle fief held, 
"9 in Domesday, by his grandfather. Z 
ace L append a partial comparison of Domesday with the 
- Henry I. survey so far as concerns Droitwich, where pro- 


cao 


- perty, owing to its value, was divided among many 
- owners, — ; 


tenant, Richard fitz Robert, with the younger son of his 
= brother Robert. The succession in the tenancy of the. 


oe Abbey. It must have been through him at Droitwich also _ 
that William fitz Richard became tenant, for Robert fitz | 
William (who was clearly the latter’s son) held nets Of ae 


_ him, for instance, as tenant to the Abbeys of Westminster, — 


_ John of Sudeley the younger son of Harold, son of Earl 


ae Willelmus filius Corbucion 
_ (Witone) . 


a De Sancto Guthlaco Nigetlus 


Medicus . Fee deigh a aS 


A £ 


ay: 
e 


: Heraldus filius Radulfi Com . 


- Urso tenet Witune in Wich 


et Gunfrid deeo . . 


oer clesia canet Petri de Glou. 


a. Wich est dimidia hida . 


quee pertinet ad aulam de 


(Glue ee 


Ibi duo presbyteri [de West- 
monasterio] tenet i. hi- 
dam que nunquam geldavit 

Isdem [Radulfus] tenent in 
Wich i. hidam de x. hidis 
[seldantibus]s <5\sh aoa 


yn 


“De 


“De feodo sancti Dion sii 
Ricardus corvus et Wi 


mus filius Oueclini” ae jem 
_ De Sancto Guthlaco ‘Willel- se Ze 


mus filius Ricardi . . . 
De Johanne ~ de Suthlega 
- Ricardus filius Roberti 
De Pagano” filio Jobannis 

GOdmi ne ets 
De Walters de Bello Campo 
_ Theobaldus et Petrus . | 
De la Berton de Gloucestra 
Randulf filius Ringulfi. . 
monachis Gloucestrie 
_ Baldwinus ¢ et Lithulfus 


= — = =e 


5 Aes has ae 
De Comite Warewice Rae 
fii 


dulfus et Essulfus — 
Ringulf - a op inetd 
De Waltero ‘del Bure Ran- ; 


dulfet Essulf . . . .) 
De ‘Weshionastend _ Theo- = 
an 


baldus et Walterus 
Thorald Soshs. See 


mater ejus 


omy = *— 


De Almelega fil? Aili et > 
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THE LINDSEY SURVEY 
(1115- 1118) 


HIS a ideataahic Survey,” as Mr, Stevenson has termed 
it ee, be described as a miniature re for 


eed. ‘the eee tt each wees ieeeribaa are 
ped under the names of the holders of fiefs, instead of 
ig entered Vill by Vill. It was doubtless compiled, a 
SS in connexion with the assessment of the 


Pate from a palzographic standpoint, as well as 
the nature of its contents, the record, which is found 


MS. (Claud. C. 5), has been singularly waa ; 
its editors. As Mr. Greenstreet truly 


The indefatigable Herre seeing that the manuscript related to 

very ancient period of our history, and recognising its great impor- 
printed it in the Appendix to his “ Liber Niger,” but he does 

0 have properly examined either the question of the date 

, or the internal evidence . . . Asa natural con- 

his ee examination, he associates it wrongly with 


n of Boy I. 


selish Historical Roi v. 96. ; 
have discussed above (pp. 73-77) the bearing of its evidence on the 
of Domesday assessment, so need not recur to the subject here. 


: | The Lindsey Survey 
t the survey at one time to circ. 11082 but in his Rotuli 
Scaccarit Normannia‘ to 1106-1120. It was subsequently — 
investigated and analysed with great care by Mr. Eyton, 
- whose note-books, now in the British Museum, show that. : 
he adopted the sound method of comparing it in detail with — 
- Domesday Book. After his death Mr. Chester Waters — 
_ issued (1883) an annotated translation of the text, with an | 
- introduction, analysis, etc., in which the place-names a s 
carefully identified, and the same system of comparison = 
with Domesday adopted.’ Wete 
It is, unfortunately, necessary to explain that Mr. Waters 
in the table of contents described his translation as “from 
the Cotton MS., Claudius o 5 and wrote on the oppo aS 


page :-— 


ra 


: This MS. engaged: the attention of Thomas Heathe. the anti- 
- quary, who has printed it amongst the additaments to his edition. 

of the Liber Niger Scaccarii; but Hearne was one of those indus- 
trious but uncritical antiquaries who had no conception of the duties ve 
of an editor of the importance of accuracy. : 


Esinowinie the high opinion entertained of Mr. Waters’s _ 
_ works,’ I accepted his translation in all good faith as 
“from the Cotton MS.” and was, I confess, not a little 
startled to discover from Mr. Greenstreet’s facsimiles that — 
it was made not from the Cotton MS., but from that et 
inaccurate edition by Hearne, which Mr, Waters had A 
mentioned only to denounce. On fo. 40 a whole line, con- 
taining three entries, was accidentally omitted by Hearne, 
and is, consequently, absent also from Mr. Waters’ ver-— 
sion. On collating the two, however, I found, to my a 
surprise, that matters were even worse than this, and that 
Hearne’s text was far less inaccurate than Mr. Waters’ EY 


ae own, the erroneous figures found in the latter Doing almost _ Re 


8 See note 31 below. : Vol II. p. xevi. 
°A Roll of the Owners of Land in the parts of Lindsey, ee Reprinted 
from the Associated Architectural Societies Reports and Papers”). ae 
® In consideration of which he received a pension on the Civil List 
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ways correctly given by the “ uncritical ” Hearne. As 
"the version given Pa Mr. Waters, even in the sats first 


; And for Bradley Wpentske (p. 27), Ks Bouse are sO erro- 4 

neous that, according to him, “Radulf Meschin alone hae : 
42 cars. 6 bovs. in this Wapentake,” though his real hold- — 
ing was only 15 cars. 3 bovs. With another class of | Feri 
sultant errors I shall have to deal below, ; er: 
_ To the enterprise of Mr. Greenstreet scholars were in- ‘aoe 
bted for an édition deluxe of the record in facsimile, 
ich made its appearance shortly after the treatise of Mr ae 


Waters. Pe Ae cae no areuet was made in the ie oo 


ee ae persons, wine such a word as “[ap]pendiciis,” which 
¥ occasionally appears in the survey, is mistaken for a planes . 
name “Pendicus.” The book eniey® emSye? the Bteats 
dvantage of an index. 
The identification of places and of persons in Mr. Water's ee 
treatise shows extraordinary knowledge; but both Mr ae 
Eyton and Mr. Waters had the provoking habit of making 
important assertions without giving their authority. I 
expressed a wish in the Academy, at the time, that Mr. 
Waters would give us some clue as to his sources of infor- — 
_ mation, but as he did not think fit to do so, we have to test 
his statements as best we can for ourselves. Now we learn 
2 from him on p. 36 that “Walter fitz William,” a tenant — 
o at South Willingham, was “brother of Simon mentionéd — 
above,” namely of “Simon fitz William (ancestor to the — 
ee Kyme).” This is impressive until we discover that 
_ the actual words in the survey (as indeed in Hearne’s text) | 
are” e “Waltferius] fil[ius] Walt[eri]i” (fo. 11 8)’ To-an 
£ expert such a test as this will prove significant enough. 
But to turn from an actual misreading of the text to cases 
in which are incorporated | interlineations, not part of the 


_ 7 There is a air error on os 13, where the “William fitz Aubrey’ 
of Mr. Waters proves to be “ filius Adbrede” (not Alderict). 


ae he Lindsey Survey 
‘otipiial text, but caritten in ater fiones. we 
‘ pete Be other antiquaries who ee followed ‘Hear 


Roll Earl of Tineoe Ene there is no ee of idee 
-and no other authority for possession of the earld 
(p. 8). The difficulty vanishes when we discover that 
supposed style was a mere interlineation made by a m 
later hand So again we read on p. 30° erptors ee 


~ Richard, Earl [of Chester], has 6 cars. in Barnetby-le- nae 
$ “nee [William], the constable of Chester, is his tenant [as i is father 
_ was Earl Hugh’s in Domesday]. | : 


Sth the survey had roriag aban “the constable ‘of 
Chester,” the words “constabularia [szc] Cestrie” being 
only a faint interlineation by a later hand. es 
-And even where a reference to the true text does not at. 
once dispose of the matter, these statements of Mr. Wat 
3 are, on other grounds, open at times to question. 
"assumes, for instance, that Hugh fitz” Ranulf, -who occu 
-as a landowner in the survey, was a younger et: 
-Ranulf Meschin, afterwards Earl of Chester (p. 12). 
~such son would seem to be known; and this , coe 
"moreover, does violence to chronology, For the pedigree 
it involves is this :— rare 


— Roger (1) — Lucy” (2) Ranulf 
- fizGerold | ‘| Meschin 


William Ranulf, 
de Roumare, Earl. of fitz Ranult, 
Earl of Lincoln. Chester, 


Now William de Roumare was not old iss to claim . 
his inheritance from the Kiug till 1122, and his alee a 
brother, Ranulf, was some years younger than he was, as. st 
_the words of Orderic imply in 1140. Consequently Hugh, BS 
the youngest brother, can have been only a boy in 1212 


8 Hearne duly prints it as an interlineation. 


“this Sseilnaouan ees he only follows Stapleton, ~ a 
to whom he here refers, and who relied on an abstract in Se 3a 


a ciant tam presents quam futuri quod “Hugo eee Rannulfi 
; is Cestrie et Matild’ uxor, ejus, fil’ filia Le] Lucie comitisse 
sserunt, ete. etc. és 


ce pronounced this Hugh to be “a married brother of cS wt 


. 


eee blood” to the second Randulf, Earl of Chester.” 


41,” > no ‘chronological difficulty. was caused by this 
_ but the occurrence of Hugh’s name in the Lindsey 
ey, as already in possession of his small fief, at once — 
ss the difficulty I have explained. The solution that 
rs to me is that the Hugh fiz Ranulf of our survey, 
‘the “Hugo frater Ranulfi. Comitis Cestrie” of the 
Se alding charter, was a brother, not of the second but 
of the first Earl Ranulf, and that the words “ fil’ filia 
ymitisse Lucie” were introduced in error by the com- 
er, whose head was full of the Countess Lucy, and who 
had here confused the two Earls Randulf, — 
Stapleton, Mr. Waters has justly observed, was “ fqcile 
vinceps of Anglo-Norman genealogists.”” Yet I venture 
think that, as he here mistook a brother of the first Earl 
ulf for a son, so he confused William Meschin, another 
nd better known brother, with William de Roumare, the 
Vs: stepson, afterwards Earl of Lincoln. William Mes- 
1 was not ee a considerable landowner in Lindsey, 


iictier hazarded the erroneous conjecture that Roheis, Countess 
acoln, was his Sarees: 


pe ou. as our survey ahs those counties heen ~“Stepl e 
“according to Stapleton, created him Earl of Cambridge. 
_ Remembering the dictum of Dr. Stubbs that “ Stephen’s- Z 
earldoms are a matter of great constitutional importanc em 
it is worth eS to BN hls earldom of Caceres 


Trinity Priory, York pa ito writes of this William Mesch 
iat 


By King Stephen he was made Earl of Cambria: as we 46 t 
from the rOlcuane extract from a charter of ems Bishan 


of Ruskington, of the order of St. Gilbert of Sempringham. a 
this donation . . . we have confirmed t 


mony of Rannulph, Earl of Chester, and of William, Earl of Ca 
bridge, his brother” (p. 34). 


+The words i in | the original are :—_ 


brigize frattis ejus (M on. Ang. a Vi ais 


Now, though Stapleton is positive on the cone speal 
again of “William Meschin, Earl of Cambridge” (p. 
and though this learned paper well sustains his reputati 
yet he has here beyond question gone astray. EK 
Randulf, first of his name, appears as deceased in the P 
Roll of 1130. He could not therefore have been the E; 
Randulf of 1139, who was his son and namesake. The 
fore the latter's “brother,” the Earl of Cambridge, c 
not have been William Meschin, who was his father’s - 
brother.“ A short chart pedigree will’ make the matter 
clear :— | ais Sp eee 


2 See pp. 210, 221, zufra. 


® pp. 1-237. Bound up in the York volume of the Royal Amica 
cc Institute. 
™ Stapleton indeed exposed himself unconsciously by stating on 
aes same page that William Meschin’s lands had passed to his hei 
“prior to 1138,” so that he could not be the Ear of 1139. 


An Earldon of Cambridge 


Randulf, — 
Vicomte of the Bessin 


Se ea we 

— Roger — @) Lucy (2). Randulf William 

- fitzGerold | = Earl of Chester, Meschin. 
Hit eae. 1130. : 


5 Wilham - Randulf 
_ de Roumare, “de Gernon,” 

_ Ear! of Lincoln Earl of Chester, 
_ (“Earl of Cam- ere Et 39. 


poles D: 


pedigree shows my solution. of the mystery. »bheere 
brother-earls of 1139 are those who are found so con- 
¥. together, and who were jointly concerned, next 
» in the surprise of Lincoln, but who were really ee 
half- brothers, though they spoke of one pees aS i 
de ; t 
: identity of the “Earl of Cambridge”: is thus dene 
shed ; but there of course remains the question why 


is not here styled “Earl of Lincoln.” Every mention aap 


as Earl of Lincoln is later, if this charter be rightly 


so that he may possibly have changed his style, Tt. 


really strange that precisely as William, Earl of Lincoln, 
ae once aaa ey of Pee so William, Earl of 


She ack had never been Bispacted: It is most temper os 


_ if rash, to suggest that the reason why the Earl of 
was He ae Earl of Cambridge is that the Earl of | 


aio he or Survey 


“there is hardly any room for doubling? that. ‘it was Pp 
vious to 1109. This conclusion was based on a misap 
_hension, and Mr. Waters claimed to have “established ” 
date as “between March 1114 and April IT16” (pp. 


on the one hand from a passage in “Peter of Blois,’ 
on the other from the fact that Robert, the King’s son, 
entered in the roll as “filius Regis,” and “was therefore 
“not yet Earl of Gloucester,’ whereas che was certainly 
Earl, they say, “before Easter, 1116,” when he witness de 
as Earl, a charter they both assign to that dates. 25 = 
Of the latter date I disposed in my paper “ The Create 
of the Earldom of Gloucester,” in which I showed t 
_. Robert did not become Earl till several years later. — 
other evidence, if it cannot be disproved, cannot at least, 
relied on. For, without asserting that the chronicle a 
signed to “Peter of Blois” is so daring a forgery as th 
“Historia Ingulphi,’ of which it is a “ continuatio,” it. must 
be plainly described as absolutely untrustworthy. Apar' 
_ from the passage on Cambridge University,” we have a 
description “Inclyti Comitis Leycestriz Roberti tunc ee 
dissimi puvIS Rene burgensiumque suze > dictae ci 


é his father, the Count of Gorse lived till 1118. “So ie 
about the year I114 we meet with “Milonis Comte. Hee 
fordensis,” who did not become Earl of Hereford till ‘1141, E> 
and whose father, Walter of Gloucester, was living long 3 


See on this point the important letters of Mr. Greenstreet ant Mr. 
J. A. C. Vincent to the dtheneum, May 9 and June 27, fees 
6 Geoffrey de Mandeville, pp. 420 et ESA 
“ Ed. Gale, pp. 114, 115. 
8 7b,, pp. 118, 119. 


after 11 14; while on ‘the next page we find the notoriously 
Countess Lucy legend, with the additional blunder of 
rting her son, the Earl of Lincoln, into her husband’s — 


her !"° It is in the midst of all this that we have the 


1 passage on which Mr. Waters relies :— 


We know from the Continuator [sic] of Peter of Blois (p. 121) that 
en and his elder brother Theobald were on a visit to Henry I., 
ford, at some period between 7th March and ist August, 

when Theobald is described as Count of Blois, and Stephen 
cherrimus adolescens dominus postea rex Anglorum.” It is 
st that at this date Stephen was not yet Count of Moreton, so 

Roll must be later than 7th March, III4 (p. 3). : 


fact that this alleged visit is connected by -“ Peter tag 
intervention in favour of the Abbot of Crowland, will 
lessen the suspicion under which the evidence must lie. 
wland was guilty of “hiring,” Dr. Stubbs has’ severely 
observed, “Peter of Blois, or some pretended Peter who 
ows an illustrious name, to fabricate for her an apocry-. 


chronicle.” ' = 
1¢ actual proof of the -survey’s date is minute, no — 
1 but conclusive. In the Lindsey Survey “the sons of 
-Ragemer” (himself the Domesday under-tenant) are found 
olding of Walter de Gant; therefore their father, at the 
of the survey, had been succeeded by them in this “3 
olding. But, as “Rachmar, son of Gilbert,” he is found 
attesting a charter of Maud, Walter de Gant’s wife, to Brid-— 
ngton Priory, which is addressed to Thurstan, Archbishop 


or ‘York, and which therefore must be later at the very ee 
st than his electiou, 15th August, 1114. Therefore __ 


Ragemer was alive after that date, and the survey, at the 
of which he was dead, can consequently scarcely be 
© than ‘1115. On the other hand, we can scarcely 
it later than the death of the great Count of Meulan 

the summer of 1118," though, as I have urged in the 
Wp 124 135. toad he 
Lectures on Medieval and Modern History, p. 148. 


Survey of Lindsey, Divas 


eee the tapas he at held might still ie Rey 
to “the Count of Meulan,” till his fiefs were divided amon: 
_ his sons, who were boys at the time of his death. On the — 
“whole we may safely assign the survey to I TI 5-118, and — 
in any case it cannot possibly be later. than ‘the close Ke) 
“1120. . 


Se irad it may not be ‘inopportune to examine Shere 1 
accepted pedigree of that house. In the Roger Marmion of 
our survey we have its undoubted ancestor, but of Rob 
Marmion, who appears on its ae oy as a ten 


Be sitiveiy: 
was held of Gilbert de Gant bys Roberts homo Gilberti” 
(384): in our Survey eleven™ of these carucates were 
held of Gilbert's son Walter by Robert Marmion, and the: 
twelfth i capite by Roger. Marmion. Mr. Waters” (paz 
identifies the former with the Domesday under-tenant, 
which is a tempting solution, were not the Domesday 

Robert also under-tenant at Risby (which was held in our =e 
survey not by Marmion, but by Walter de St. Paul). Ite 
seems to me more probable that Robert, the under-tenant 
in our survey, was, as Mr. Waters, contradicting himself, 
elsewhere observes (p. 14), the son and heir of Roger. Yet | : 

_ of Roger Marmion’s estate at Fulstow, Mr. Waters writes 
(p. 27): “Roger's father, Robert Marmion, was tenant there 
in Domesday of Robert Dispenser.” This would give us 
an interesting clue. But on turning to Domesday (3630), 
we find that it is only one more mistake of Mr. Waters, — 
its “Robertus” being no other than Robert Dispenser 
himself.” ee 


2 Mr, Waters, in error, states Zwo. : 
%1t is an illustration of the ignorance prevalent on eng poseslags 
that even Mr. Freeman could write of “Mr. Chester Waters, than who. 


See TW 


1, who worke out aie eckct held that Rogers! . 
obert, who had succeeded by 1130, and who was 2 
1143, was father of the Robert who died in 1218. 

rather interpolate another Robert between the 


y “ 


TS 
Marmion, E 
of the | Lindsey Survey. 


Robert | =  Milicent. 
Marmion, 


in possession 1130. 
Slain 1143. 


[Robert 
Marmion], 
sak ae 


Robert = Philippa 
Marmion 
d. 1218. 


Robert William 
_ Marmion, Marmion, 
junior, clerk. 


Philip 
- Marmion, 

died circ. 1292, 
last of his line. 


pedigree really turns on the charter of Henry IIL. 
249, to Philip Marmion, confirming the royal charters. 
his” ancestor. Mr. Stapleton declares that Henry insite 


and confirmed — a 


? 


, of the Norman ppenerleey, of the eleventh and twelfth 


‘The ater which King Henry, his Bee ae i ‘ae 


28 made to Robert Marmyon, great-grandfather of Philip 


of having warren in all his land in the county of Warwick, — 
especially at Tamworth; and likewise of the charter of King Her 
his uncle [‘ Avunculus noster” is the reading transcribed on 
rolls, obviously in error for “‘atavus noster”], which he had | 

the said Robert of having warren in all his land of Ba) ( ot. 
_ Scace. Menthe II. cvi.). : 


This Ate is strangely inaccurate, considering — 

: Stapleton had, clearly, examined the Inspeximus' af for hi 

self Henry VI. inspected and confirmed— i 
= (1) The charter of ree I, apes Robert Marmion 


‘ils father had. 
(2) The: charter of Fone: HH. (confirming the abe 
Say: “ct Poms, care: Bee Brugiam,” 1 
granted in 1155. age 
(3) The charter of Henry III, who had Rien oh ie 

noah Cartam_ plug Henr’ rex avus — noster 


Marnyunee = 
(@) “ Cartam Henrici cooks ee ari nostri quam fecit 
Roberto” os 
and caneemed chem as the charters, “ H. Regis a avi nost 
et H. regis avunculi nostri,” to Philip Marmion. 

It is clear then that Henry III. inspected the Saaveens 
his grandfather (“avus”) Henry II. (not as. Mr. Staplet 
wrote, his “great-great-grandfather”), in 1155, to Robert 
Marmion, “gvoavus” of Philip. This, it will be see 


_ could only be the Robert whom I have inserted in the 


pedigree. Nor can Mr. Stapleton’s “atavus” assumption 
be accepted in view of the facts. The “avunculus” and 


namesake of Henry III. would duly have been the “ yout 


king” Henry (crowned 1170). — If | Rees) 
aren error, the word to substitute ‘is « ave. = 


Rot. Pat. 27 were VI., part 1, #% 30 i 


: The Name of Marmion 193 
tw _ predecessors is quite ‘opposed. to the idea that they 


e in both cases his grandfather. ; : 
As against the evidence afforded us by the charter of 
tenry III., we have the statements and documents relating a: 

Barbery Abbey, a daughter of Savigny. It is alleged" #¢ 5 
at the house was first founded in 1140” by that Robert 
- Marmion who was slain at Coventry in 1143.76 


< 


Stapleton 
_ accepted this without question. Yet, so far as documents 


are concerned, we have only the charter of Robert Mar-— ae 
1 (2181), in which he speaks of his father Robert -as\> (a5. 
inning the foundation.” If that father were indeed the ta 
bert who was slain in 1143, Stapleton’s pedigree is duly 
ed as against that which I derive from Henry the 
uird’s charter. But for this identification we have“ only,2 see 
would seem, the oditer dictum of the “Gallia Christiana” a 
tors, while the fact that the first Abbot was appointed 
ut 1177, combined with the fact that Robert Marmion, 
I181,° was avowedly completing that foundation which — 
father’s death had arrested, certainly seems to point oy. 
his father’s benefaction being then recent, and little a 
vious to the said appointment of the first Abbot. In cor 
t case his father would be not the Robert who died in 


3, but a Robert who, as I suggest, came between the 
29 ae : 


a Leaving now this question of pedigree, there is a theory 
as to the name of Marmion which one cannot pass over 
silence, because it has received the sanction even of | 
Stapleton, Writing on the date of the Lindsey Survey, 
that eminent authority observes :— ; 


| % Neustria Pia, 682. 

| % Gallia Christiana (1874), xi. 452, 
7! Neustria Pia, 881 ; Gall. Christ., xi., Instr. 86. 3 
8 Gall. Christ., xi. 452. 5 ee 
nce this was written I have found that Mr. C. F. R. Palmer, in his 
nirable little treatise on the Marmion family (1875), duly inserts this 
rmediate Robert. Mr. Palmer has shown himself by far the best 
ority on the subject, and has printed a valuable charter of Stephen 
Robert Marmion. aoa 


BH. 0 


21 Re 
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Robert Le Despenser [Dispensator] was brother of Urs 
- Abbetot, whose other surname, Marmion, is equivalent in v 
French to the Latin word Dispensator ; -and as Robert Marm1 
— died in 1107, it was probably in the following year that this ca 
_ logue was written.®? Fe me: oer Pe, 


His meaning, though clumsily expressed, as was som: 
s _ times the case, is that the Latin “ Dispensator Es repres 
the name “Marmion.” This theory would seem to 
derived from the word “Marmiton” (not “Marmion ”) 
which means not a “ Dispensator,” but a scullion, the most. 
despised of the menials employed in the kitchen. Th 
was indeed in old French a rare word “Marmion,” 
according to Godefroy, it was equivalent to “ Marmot,” t 
name of the Marmoset. In any case, therefore, this illus- 
trious surname, immortalized by Scott— aes 


They hailed him Lord of Fontenaye, 
Of Lutterworth and Scrivelbaye, 
Of Tamworth tower and town— 


had nothing to do with “ Dispensator,” but meant either a 
—__ scullion or a monkey, and was one of those nicknames that 
the Normans loved to inexorably bestow on one another. 
What was the actial relation of the Marmions to Robert 
“Dispensator” is a problem as yet unsolved. Mr. Waters 
- wrote :— : : pee: 


It is generally believed that Scrivelsby and the rest of the | 
Honour of Dispenser came to the Marmions through the marr 
of Roger Marmion’s grandson,” Robert Marmion, who was the 
husband of Matilda de Beauchamp, the grand-daughter of Urso de — 
Abitot, and grand-niece of Robert Dispenser.. But the Roll proves — 
a ee Marmion was the immediate heir of Robert Dispenser — 
Pp. 14). . eo “ AO 


I know of no such general belief. “Stapleton, to. hone a 
would naturally turn, had pointed out long before, in ; 


80 Paper on “ Holy Trinity Priory, York,” p. 208 mote. This ide { 
tion is accepted by no less an authority than Mr. A. S. Ellis (Dom day 
Tenants of Gloucestershire, p. 69). e * 

817.2, according to Stapleton’s pedigree. 


In any case, as I wrote in my Ancient Pe (1888) © 
a document there published : — ; 


"The succession of Urse [de Abetot] to this [Lincolnshire] fief i isa 


genealogical discovery which throws a wholly new light on the very 
; difficult problem of the relation of Marmion to Despenser, and is 


1 to the assertion of Mr. Chester Waters that ‘ Roger Marmion 


LS ee immediate heir of Robert Dispenser.” 


oreover, in the Leicestershire Survey,“ and still more in 


t of Worcestershire,” we have evidence that Robert’s® 


. inheritance was shared between Beauchamp and Marmion 
which points there also to descent through Urse de Abetot. 
In my Geoffrey de Mandeville (pp. 313-315) I have sug- 


be gested that in their rivalry for Tamworth,” the Marmions. 
braced the cause of Stephen, and the Beauchamps that of - 


aud, their variance being terminated under Henry II. by 
a matrimonial alliance. Such a compromise was common 


enough. It was agreed on in the case of Grantmesnil; it — 


was carried out at this very period in that of Fitzharding 


e history of the house of Berkeley; it was arranged in 
the case of Hastings; and it was repeated in that of 
Eval. where the Butler inheritance was at stake.” 


b # And Mr. Paine independently had done the same in his Histor? of 
_ the Marmions (1875). | 
 8Lodge’s Scrivelsby : the ogee of the Champions. 
- 4See p. 214. 55 See p. 175. 
6 Tt is certain that Tamworth originally belonged to Robert “ Dis- 
pensator,” and equally certain that it was held successively by ROE 
and Robert Marmion under Henry I. 
—- 8 See my Early Life of Anne Boleyn, pp. 25-7. 
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f THE LEICES TERSHIRE SUR VEY ae 


(1a Zar 129) 


SSERTING ai importance of the Lindsey sae 


Mr. Chester Waters observed that « ‘this is the oe 


an tie Saanieusn of Domesday in 1086, ane the compilation 


of the Pipe-Roll of 1129-1130, and that no similar return — 
of the landowners of any other county is known to exist” te 
(p. 2). And, indeed, it would seem that the survey to. 
which I now address myself has hitherto remained un- 
known. It is found in the form of a late transcript on an 
unidentified roll in the Public Record Office : 
Comprising the whole of Gosecote Wapentake, and in 


part those of Framland and Gartree, it retains for these 


; divisions the Domesday name of Wapentake—they are now 
-“Hundreds”—while subdividing them into small “ Hun- 


dreds,” of which the existence seems to have been hitherto _ 


unsuspected. Proceeding, like the LC.C,, a ‘Hundred ve by 


“Hundred,” and Vill by Vill, it enables us, like that docu- ; 


ment, to reconstitute the aggregate assessments, ‘and aes 
affords priceless evidence on “the six-carucate unit.”* But — 
apart from this, it is invested with no small importance _ 
= from that “great want of documentary evidence” ‘for the 
‘ E: reign of Henry I, which Mr. Hunter rightly lamented — ins 

| his, elaborate introduction to the first great roll of the Pipe 


x (p. ii). It affords us new and trustworthy evidence on the 


8 many vicissitudes. of the great fiefs, and enables us, while 


1Q.R., Misc. Bdle. 568, LPR. 8113; Knights! Fees, Cone oe 
2 See pp. 80-82. 


hee 


the name of Ralf anen (the fwahiclen) eeget it to the ante: Ae 

or to his death ; and he was dead before Mich., 11 30.(Rot, 248 
gat Heny: oe Moreover, it speaks more than once of coe 
gh de Leicester as “ Vicecomes,” and Hugh’s shrievalty % M 
ems from the Pipe-Roll to have terminated at Mich. 58120) 
may therefore place this survey between the spring of 
4 and the autumn of 1129, with a likelihood of its having 
been compiled nearer the latter date. 


ee Lax Text ‘OF THE SURVEY. 
see sae Comes Lerc{estri] vj. car. 


os [undredum] de® Langetow’ .—In eadem villa Comes Lerc{estrice] 
xj. car. et j. virg. Ibidem Ric[ardus] Basset iii. car. et. j. virg. In 
t orp Eustaci[us] i lij. car. et. ij. virg. In alia Langeton’ Abbas de _ 
” iiij. car. et iil. virg. Ibidem Henricus de pport j. car. In 
ngton idem Henricus xj. “car. In sscanketon’ Comes Ler- “ 
estrize] x. car. “Ansch’ i if. CON a0 Se 
eo Al undredum| de Chiburd’.—In eadem villa xii. car. de feodo A 
~ Ansch’, In alia chiburd’ Walt{erus] de Bell’ campo xj. car., Ricardus 
Basset j. car. In bocton Comes Leicestriz xij. car. In carleton’— 
x idem Comes x. car. Et Monachi Sancti Arnulphi y. virg. Et de 
_ ssoch’ Regis iij. virg.° 


‘ 


_ Blundredum] de Knossinton.—In eadem villa ij. car. de Honore. 

de Blida. Et Henricus de ferr’ iij. car. et. iij. virg. In Osolinstona 

Rex Dfavid] vij. car. In Picwell et in Lucerthorp de feudo Rogeri 
| Moubray xv. car. In Neubotel Robertus de ferr’ j. car. et dim. 


Langton, Thorpe Langton, Tur Langton, Shangton. f 
a _Kibworth, Burton Overy, Carlton Curlieu. : s 


# 
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Bik In Burg’ Marm’ jij. car. In Balbegrav: vj. car. iij, bov. minus de 
 Soch[a] Regis. In Mardefeud iij. car. de eadem Soch[a]. In alia’ 


awe 


 Mardefeud iij. car.® ae < 


GosEcoTE Wap’. 


I 


de feodo Regis David. Et de Soch[a] Regis iij. virg. In Ludin 
tonfe] Ricardus Basset xii. car. In Thorp et in Twyford Ricardus 
Ibidem Henricus de ferr[ariis] ix. _ 


car, 
car. In Hung’ton ix. car. In Siglebia ix. car. et. vj. bov. et dim. 
~de™ Comite Lercestriz. Ibidem Comes Cestrie iij. car. Ibidem 

Ricardus Basset ij. car. Robertus de ferrer[iis] v. bov.” eas 


Allundredum| de Barkbia.—In eadem villa v. car. de feodo de 
-Belvar{o]. In Hamelton’ et in thorp vi. car. de eodem feudo, etde 
feodo Comitis Lercestrize j. car. et dim. In Thormedeston Canonic’ 
4ij. car. In, Crocheston{e] ij. car. et j. bov. et dim. de Soch[a] Regis. 
In Neubold[e] Robertus de ferer[iis] j. car. et dim. In Barnesby 
Rex iij. car. et dim. bov. Ibidem Comes Lercestrie xiij. bov. In _ 
Gadesby [t]erra* Reg[is] viij. car. et dim. et dim. et dim. (sic) bov. 


k 


3 -6Knossington, Owston, Picwell and Leesthorpe, Nevhou poe £25 
Baggrave, Marefield. : ae eae AS 


7 Skeffington, Allexton, Thorpe and Twyford, East Norton. =. 


8MS. “in.” - 9©MS. “Archid.” 
av Tilton, Loseby, Whadborough, Halstead. _ be gc: 
1 Tnterlined. ©" Beeby, Keyham, Hungerton, [? Sileby]. ee 


13 MS. injured here. 


m eopikcopes. Lincolniensis viij. bov. . 


ee 


bov. Ricardus Basset dim. car. Rex D[avid] ij. car." 


t Seidanl ae Bede in eden villa Rex David v. car. 


_ thurmedeston idem Comes car. (sic), Idem in Burstall ix. Car, 
pia vj. car. Idem in Ea Bia VJ, Cate : 


- 


sx David j. car. quam Pipfer]d tenet. In Quenebia vj. car. de 


opeston[e] iiij. car. In Rodeleia terra Regis v. car. 


mus] Gam[erarius] j. car. In frisebia Comes Cesitrie iij. car., 
ioe = 


is vi. es 


na de Soch[a] Regis iij. car. j. bov. et dim. minus. Ricardus, 


2 oR gis j.car. In Siwaldebia Comes Lercestrie vj. car. In Cosinton[e] 
Yomes Cestrie vi car. In Horton[e] Robertus de Jor’ ij. car.’§ . 


¥ 


jij. virg. Ibidem Roger de Moubray xij. bov. In Wileges i ij. car. de 


ddesby 
Keiby, Humberstone, Belgrave, Thurmaston, Birstall, Wanlip, 
I ti fe rer 
38 Redcby: Queensborough, Syston, Brooksby, Rothley, Thurcaston, 
ston. — 
ee G eat Dalby, Frisby, Rotherby, Asfordby, Wartnaby. 
a Dalby « on the Wolds, Sree oy Saal Sileby, Cossington, stoi 


2m Comes Cestrie ij. car. et dim. Rex David iiij car. et dim. ae 
Quenburg[o] xij. car. de feodo de Belvar[o]. In Siefton[e] 
‘comes Lercestriz xij. car.. In Brokesbya Comes (sic) Cestrie v. car. 


H [undrednm] de M agnaDalbia.—In eadem villa Episcopus Lins)" 
yIniensis ix. car. et dim. Radulfus Basset j. car. et 1ij. bov. Ibidem 


t e Soch[a] Regis viij. car. In Rederbia Comes cestrie vi. car, 
sfordebia Comes Lercestrize xiij. car. In Wartnadeby de Soch[a] Rae 


feodo award de sar[esbiria], Comes Pee ij. car. In Grime- | 


Basset iij. car. In Saxebia Comes Lercestrie v. car. et de Soch{a] = 


= Hlundredum| de T? urstanestona. —In eadem villa Thomas x. car. et ee 


; de sees In Rachedalle] vj. car. de eodem feudo. In Houbia = 


ou Barkby, Hambleton, Thorpe, Thurmaston, South Croxton, Barsby 


Comes Lercestriz j. car. - ‘ 


Hugo de Lerc[estria] j. car. In Humberstay Roger des 
_Thidem Walter de Mustere j. car. Rad[ulfus] de _ 
ij. car. In Mardegrave Comes Lercestrize xij. Car. 


lo de Belvar[o]. In thurketleston[e] de feodo Comitis viij. car. ae 
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vij. car. et j. virg. de feodo Thome. Ibidem de feodo Albemar! iii 
car. et iij. virg.” wy hie 


— 


 Hlundredum] de tunga.—In eadem villa cum appendiciis xij. ¢ 
de feodo Roberti de ferr[ariis]. In Caggworth Comes Cestrie x 
car. * In. Wrdintona iij. car. secundum cartam Regis et s[upe 


dictum?” hominum hundredi xij. car.” 


. Hlundredum) de™ Zuael’—In eadem villa j. H[ida] et xij. c 
-.cum appendiciis. In cherlega vj. car. et dim. In Dixeleia et in~ 
Geroldon et in Thorp ix. car. In Hantirna est dim. H[{ida].™ _ oa 


_ Hlundredum| de Beltona.—In eadem villa Normannus de Verdon — 
vj. car. In Overton[e] Ricardus Basset iiij. car. In Wrdinton{[e] j. 
_car. In alia Overton[e] Robertus de ferr[ariis] ij. car., ibidem Com 
Cestrie j. car. In Stanton Robertus de ferr[ariis] ij. car. Ibider 
Normannus de Verdon iij. car. In Dailescroft Philippus de Be 
Campo Maresc[allus] j. car. In Doninton Comes Cestrie cum a’ 
pendiciis xxij. car. et dim. In Witewic Comes Lercestrie j. car. et 
dim. Ibidem Robertus de ferr[ariis] j. car. et dim.™4 a 


_Allundredum| .de Dichesword.—In eadem villa Robertus de ferr- 
{ariis] vj. car. et j. virg. Comes cestrie vj. car. Ibidem Comes iij. ca 
_ et dim. Normannus dé Verdon j. car.et ij. bov.. In Hanthirn[e] ix. 
_ car. In Widesers iij. car. Willelmi de Gresel[e]. Idem in Lintona 
_j. car. In blakefordeb[ia] Comes Lercestriz iij. car. In Culver- 
teb[ia] ij. car. et Robertus de fert[ariis] j. car. In Wodete Robertus 
_ de ferr[ariis] j. car. et dim. In Alton[e] Comes Lercestrize ie car. 
*dim. Idem in Raveneston[e] j--virg. et dim. — Ibidem Comes 
Cestrie iij. virg. et dim. _Et Comes War’ ij. car. In. Suipestona 
Hugo vic[ecomes] ij. car.” : ake 


f|undredum| de Seyla.—In eadem villa Robertus de ferr[ariis] vij. 
car. In alia Seyla idem vj. car. Idem in Bocthorp j. car. Idem in 


a a) Thrussington, Ragdale, Hoby. - pan ; ae 
= : | ve es *! Tong, Kegworth, Worthington. — te 
~® Loughborough, Charley, Dishley, Garendon, Thorpe, Hathern. _ 
* Belton, [?Coleorton], Worthington, Staunton Harold, Castle Doning- 
ton, Whitwick. aes ae 
a3 Diseworth, Hathern, Linton (Derby), Blackfordby, Ravenstone, _ 
Snibston, ‘es . eves be enuict to): -* 


Wath 


of ‘the 5 Survey r 


. In Neuton ij. car. In Actorp dim. car. In Chilteston ee 
cestrie j. car. Idem in Alpelbia dim. car. In Assebia Comes 
ria iij. car. In Pakinton Hugo Vicecomes y. car. Idem in 


jodesthorp dim. car. In scegla Henricus de Albenfeio] ij. car. & 

que pertinent ad defencionem de Swepeston[e].”6 agprcaeey “I 
alee undredum| de Shepesheved—In eadem villa Comes [ iets ee 
acthon[e] et in Lokinton et in Aminton ij. hfidas] et dim. et — ee 

j. car. In Wacton[e] Normannus de Verdon jj. car. et ij. bov.3 ye: i 

q ~; d —— ¢ : Y a : x < . Ye 

r ; als : a7 2 ath 


FRAMELAUND Wap’. 


ndredum| de caleverton{e].—In eadem villa xij. car. de feodo — 
ni de Albenfeio]. In Someredebia Robertus de ferr[artis| yy 
Ibidem Roger de Moubray vj. car. Ibidem Robertus Marm-_ : 
iij. car. et in Burg[o] iij car. In Dalbia Robertus de ferrfariis{7= <2 
vy. car. et j. bov. de feodo tessun. Ibidem Roger de Moubray xv. 
bov. In Wittok Walt[erus] de bello campo j. car. et dim. In Gille- | 
thorp Roger de Moubray iij. car. Idem in Burg[o] j. car. In 
_Neubold Robertus de ferr[ariis] j. car. et dim.® = 


_ Hlundredum] de Estwell—tIn eadem villa Robertus de ferr[ariis] 
j. car. Ibidem Roger de Moubray vj. car. Robertus de insula inp 
ar. In aitona idem Robertus iij. car. et ij. bov. Et de Belvero dims 
ar. et dim. bov. Ibidem Robertus de insula Viij. car. et iij. boy. et = 
a En. Branteston[e] Episcopus Lincolniensis vij. car. et dim. ae 
bertus de Insula iiij. car. et dim. Betsy. 
[undredum| de Melton{e].—In eadem villa Roger de Moubray xv. _ 
Idem in Burton[e] xj. car. et vij. bov. Et de Honore blide Tt} eae 
Robertus de ferr[ariis] ix. bov. In Fredebia ix. car, et ij. boy. 
13 Oates 


_ Bilundredum] de Chirchebia.—In eadem villa Roger de Moubray 
xxiiij. car. Idem in chetlebia viiij. car. In Sixtenebia iiij. car. et 
dim. de eodem feudo. Ibidem Rex Dfavid] iiij. car. et dim. In 
alebia ix. car. de feudo Rogeri. Ibidem Rex David iij. car. 


sete 


 % Seal (Nether and Over), Bogthorpe, Appleby, Stretton on le Field, 
Donisthorpe, Swepston, Oakthorpe, Ashby, Pakington, Osgathorpe. 
Blank in MS. *8 Sheepshed, Whatton, Lockington. — 

_ * Cold Overton, Somerby, Burrow, Dalby, Withcote, Newbold. 
80 Eastwell, Eaton, Branston. 
$1 Melton Mowbray, Burton Lazars, Freeby. : 
* Kirby Bellars, Abkettleby. Sysanby. 
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Hl undredum) de Droctona.—In eadem villa Comes de Moretonio = 
xij. car. In thorp Comes Lercestrice xij. car. In brantingbia vj.car. a 


de eodem feodo, In Ringolfestorp ij. car. et ij. bov. de eodem feodo. = 

‘Robertus de ferrer[iis] j. car. et vj. bov. In Wyfordebia iiij. car. et 

dim. de blide. Roger de Moubray j. car. et dim. In chetelby: et: - ~ 

Holewell[e] ix. car. de feodo Basset. — Episcopus Lincolniensis j. _ oe 
: ie 


car. 


H\undredum| de Scaldeford.—In eadem villa Rex David xj. car. et << 
dim. Ricardus Basset dim. car. In Goutebia Roger de Moubray = 
_ yj. car. In Knipton Comes de Moriton[io] viij. car. et vi. bov., et” sama 
 Willelmus de Albenfeio] iij. car. et ij. bov." ® = 


HH undredum| de® Waltham.—In eadem villa Comes Lercestrize — A ee 
xvj. car. et dim. Alanus de creon ij. car. et dim. In Stonesbia 
idem Alanus viij. car. In Caston Robertus de ferr[ariis] ix. car.®° 


H{undredum) de Barcheston—In eadem villa Willelmus de Alben- = 
[eio] xxiij. car. G. Camerarius j. car. In Saltebia et berthaldebia xx, 
car. de feodo Peuerelli. In Garthorp Willelmus Mesch[in] vij. car." Bai 


Hundredum| de Sproxcheston{e].—In eadem villa Rex David viij. - 
car. Alanus de Creon ij. car. Ibidem filius Gilberti 1j. car. Ta 
Bucheminest[re] et in Seustern[e] ix. car. et dim. de feodo Episcopi - 
Lincolniensis. Ibidem Robertus de ferer[iis] dim. car. Willelmus + ore 
Mesch[in] v. car. In Sessebia Rex David iij. car. Robertus dea 
ferrer[iis] iij. car.” : ar ee 

Allundredum| de Claxton{e].—In eadem villa xvi. car. et dim. et dim, 2. 
bov. Ibidem Henricus Tuchet xj. car. j. bov. minus. In Houwes 
de feodo de Beluer vij. car. et dim.” : 


H{undredum| de Stapelford.—In eadem villa x. car. de feodo Roberti 
de ferrer[iis]. In Wymundeham et in thorp xxvij. car. et dim. de 
eodem feodo. Ricardus Basset iij. car. et dim.” 


H{undredum| de Herdebia.—In eadem villa et in plungar xvij. car. 


8 Nether Broughton, Thorpe, Brentingby, Wyfordby, Abkettleby, , 
Holwell. “ 
84 Scalford, Goadby, Knipton. ; 
8 MS. “in,” 86 Waltham, Stonesby, Coston. 
87 Barkstone, Saltby [?Bescoby], Garthorpe. 
%8 Sproxton, Seustern, Buckminster, Saxby. 
89 Clawson, Hose. 
- © Stapleford, Wymondham, Edmondthorpe, 


do Willelmi de Alben{eio]. Ibidem Ricardus Basset j. car. 
m Willelmus de mesa viij. car. et pigt 


: fl Willis de ‘Albenteio} Xxxxij. car. 
_ In Moston[e] Robertus de Insula j. car. et dim.” 


‘car. In Harestan idem Comes xij. car." . . - 
[Finis]. 


he eax of identifying the places named in this survey ) 
difficult, not Sites from the ee of the text, but 


aoe aie ans for their seiteck ascertainment, (cat — 


“Its Peculiar “ Hundreds” ive 203 
idem 


Ibidem Agnes de Gamnt - i 


eee de crocstona. —In eadem villa Comes Maurfitonii] a 


owledge. A careful study of the map will show that 


accustomed in the hidated districts, were strangely | 
ee chiens themselves. Another: of their ager 


fe iy after one of their Vills instead of after 
1e natural object—probably. the meeting-place of the 
itive moot “4—as so often in the south of England. 


« Hundreds” in "Leicestershire. And nen we compare the 
entry on our roll—‘Framelaund Wap’. Hundredum de 


In Sts et Draicot et Opewelle paar xii. car.” 


n this. passage telating to Sawley, divided only by a eet 


4 Harby, Plungar, Stathern. 

_ 4 Bottesford, Muston, Normanton. 

tae Croxton, Harston. 

tae See the valuable list, for Dorset, in Mr. Pyton's Key to Domesday 


is Aa to observe that, Saget for this survey, - 


ge Leicestershire “Hundreds,” unlike those to which we 


Calevertone. In eadem villa xii. car.”.—with that in the 3 se: 
moe Domesday: “ Morelestan Wepentac. Salle a: 


existing in Derbyahite ie That is to say, sats 
was not a “Hundred” of twelve carucates,® as has : 
suggested,“ but was the caput of a “Hundred = similar ton : 
those of Leicestershire. I believe, indeed, that in 

survey we see the system on which these counties wer 
surveyed in 1086. The original returns will have Rs 


- 


asi ms ondrec ” But when ransetbeds ae Tees ee 
the entries were arranged under Wapentakes alone, anc 
the headings of the “Hundreds” omitted. In the case 
-Sawley alone the heading slipped in, immediately preceding 
the entry of the Manor, as it must have done on. the ori 
nal. return. It is thus that I account for the aes 
a ‘lets ” 


"total assessments of eee aa Chatteris tae bee 
from the original returns, into the [ng. Etiensis,§ though _ 
_ duly omitted in Domesday Book. 2 = 

One more point should be noticed. — The somewhat = 
mysterious entry of land belonging “ad defensionem « 
‘Swepestone” is at once made oot when we compare 
with that “Defensio x. acrarum,” to which [ have ap: 
. _pealed in discussing “Wara,” and which, like the 
“wered.” of * the Northamptonshire geld- wall ge SEE to 
assessment for Danegeld. < 1 

We will now collate some of our ‘Handeeds® with, the 
relative entries in Domesday. 


* The Lincolnshire “ Hundred.” 

© Waters’ Survey of HIM aNEy, p. 33 
p. 78. 

’ Supra, p. tol. 
_ # Ed. Hamilton, pp. 113, 116. : 
“8 Supra, pi Ite. : Seca 
- © Supra p. 152. *: 


j opineton 


Hoxpren. na Sop 
bins S(T T245 9) 


a 


_ Norman Ge Werdon Be 


‘Richard Basset 


Norman de Verdon . 


Ro rt dispensator 
frey de la Guerche ._ 


[Richard Bana ae. 


:. 


ce routs 
King David’s fee ._ 
* REX 


. ° ry ° . 


‘Richard Basset 


Richard de Rullos . 
Boat de Ferrers 


Walter de Beauchamp ! 


és y Roger de Mowbray . 


Titton HunpREp. __ 


. . ° 


Rex ‘e 
Walter de Beauchamp | 
Archbishop. 


‘Walter de Beauchump 
Roger de Mowbray . 


King David 


As 


oe 


Rex 


. . . ° ° . 


Norman de Verdon ; 


2 Sart 


it 
Se as f 
FLL 


- ‘Bresy Bue 


Pat) 


Crowland Abbey. ba Soy oe 


= Keyham. Fa 
Rex . a . on * Re Rex . Ces . 
set Erceson. | ae - 


oS ileby. is ee ene 

; - Hgh de Grantmesnil | . 821 Earl of Leicestehe 
Earl of Chester ._ 

Richard Basset Py 

Robert de: Ferrers F 


ete = ‘Barxsy Hunprep. =o 
— Barkby® SRE e= <9 SSE ie 
Robert de Todeni- . eat: “Belvoir” . 

: Hambleton. oe 2) Ua se ee eer sd 

Barkby Thorpe. See ee ke 
_ Adeliza de Grentmesnil . . 1} Earl of Leicester . 
ie Thurmaston... As bee us =H 
ae meet de Grentmesnil_ tes (Meee Wem eS Sim 
AE j Canons [of St. Maryde 
oA i Castro, Leicester]® 


~ Croxton. ; ee a ere 
> Ress et sne a ais 
me “Newbold Folvite oe = were 
_ pee de Ferrers . Robert de Ferrers 3 
_ Barnesby. pe Reis em > 


= 


1 ACES ee tes cpr: REX: 8 pero ceeee 
: ~. Earl of Leicester Ten ae 
Gaddesby. hate Sous sees: 
Rex HOS Ee = sg Repo a eee 
+ reece . ¥ Bishop of lancet 
= ee ountess Judith >> @laRark of Leicester . 
Richard Basset . 
King David a 


® Including Hambleton aha Hier (6) i in Domesday. 
By ee of Robert, Count of evan: 


Collation with Domesday 


HUNDRED or ASHBY. 


Ashby Folvile, 
Countess Judith 


” 3) be 
Humfrey cameravius . 


Humberston. 


Hugh de Grentmesnil? . 


Belgrave. 
Hugh de Grentmesnil 


Adeliza de Grentmesnil 


Thurmaston. 


Burstall. 
Hugh de Grentmesnil 
Wanlip. 
“In manu Regis” 
Hugh de Grentmesnil 


Reresby. 
Robert de Buci 
Gry a een 
Countess Judith 

Queneborough. 


Geoffrey de la Guerche . 


Syston. 
Hugh de Grentmesnil 
Brooksby. 
Earl of Chester 
Countess Judith . 


Quenby. 
Robert de Todeni 


2 x (in South Croxton) 4 


53 In Newbold. 


53 
4 


. 


I 


13 
rf 
23 


Z 


King David 
Hugh of Leicester 


Roger de Ramis . 
Walter de Mustere 


Ralf de Martinwast 


Earl of Leicester . 


Earl of Leicester . 


Earl of Leicester . 


Earl of Leicester . 


9) a 


REARSBY HUNDRED. 


Richard Basset 
Earl of Chester 
King David 


Belvoir” , 
Earl of Leicester . 


Earl of Chester 
King David 


“ Belvoir”. . 


In Barnsby 


5 Given (as 24 virgates) to Leicester Abbey. 


py eaee tees 
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OW & OO 


. 12 


+ 2 


- I2 
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Thurcaséon. 
Hugh de Grentmesnil . . g Earls “of Leicester] . . 
Cropston. 
*  — Rothley. 
NES? Sans ce tee ah ere a BY aR OR aes Nae 
DaLey HUNDRED. 
Great Dalby. 
Bishop of Lincoln . . . 8 Bishop of Lincoln 
Robert de Buci .. . . 1 Ralf Basset. 
Fumfrey Cam." *- 1.) e+ 1 Walham * Gams" s. 
Frisby. 
Rex (Barrow) . . 1. Earl of Chester 
TGS soe it wees tty «ta ee uN oe 
Retherby. 
Rex (Barrow) -. 2. 4.2 eg olear On Chestearpan, 
Ashfordby. 
Rex (Rothley). . . . . 12 ~ Earl of Leicester . 
Radulfus,Framen-; .> > -. 34 
Wartnaby. 


WOK uas gw ue en pelngte me eG Rex . 


HUNDRED OF DALBY ON THE WOLDs. 
Dalby on the Wolds. 


Ralf fita Hubert . . . . g Edward of Salisbury . 
Earl of Leicester . . 


Grimston. 
BRE Ses se ee ee eRe fee eran 
Robert de Buci . . . . 3 Richard Basset 
Saxelby. 
TOK ethane gece oe" inp ye ERLE ee ee 5 
Earl of Leicester . 
Sileby. 


Hugh de Grentmesnil . . 8} Earl of Leicester . 
Cossington. 
Earl of Chester . . . . 6 Earl of Chester 


be 


276 
3 


> 
m 


Domesday 


t de Lorz Se py - + 4 Robert de Jor’ 
ussington, ree Ca 
eReinbudcurt . . . 12 aontag © on in 

; Sey [18] Roger de Mowbray . 


Roger de Mowbray 
; Roger de Mowbray é 


Thomaswees) d'm,2- 
© Albemarle” 25; 


HUNDRED oF Tonc. 


de Ferrers. . . 214 Robert de Ferrers 


hes Fay 5 Earl of Chester See 
Worthington. a 
nry de Ferrers. . - 4 


the case of this last Hundred our survey records a 
flict of testimony and, in so doing, mentions incident- 
(as would Domesday) the witness of the Hundred- 
: Henry de Ferrers in the Domesday Survey, is 
credited with 20% car. in “ Tunge cum omnibus appendiciis,” 
nd with 4 in “Werditone” (i. 233). But here Tong, 
um appendiciis,” is reckoned at 12 car. only. There — 

ed, therefore, to be accounted for a large balance of - 
and these the men of the Hundred assigned to his 
or of Worthington. ra ey 


is desirable to analyse some of the fiefs in our survey, 
by comparison with Domesday, to trace their descent 
ti. I i Neca 


The Lewcestershive Survey f 


Roger de Mowbray’s fie. 


210 
(1124-9.) 
car. 
Picwell and Lucerthorp . . 15 
Isast Norton =. ks aes we AE 


Newton Burdet 
SEE USSINS EON <7 ota: iat lon eee 


BVICOCS iva Lot ap teehee oeneh ce 
Rachenale , 0 anise shes. teeeetO 


DOMELDY sis sadtia > shee Sree RO 
Dalby é I 
Gillethorp Pera aaa | 
IB pate Ein ancts Pee same ae 
Eastwell . eo ova 
Meltonier sca. ste: Secu ans 
Burton See oe ed 
(Predebte jo .-2 this = eas aes 
@hirclvebiaiet: he .ee ee tae te 

Kettleby sided Saat 
pintenebia yg) 2. 2a oe hs ie 
ING SE cing ah > Wer DT 
Wyfordebia: ni. So Sw 
SOIL LLS, 8 pier ntti a terials 


(1086.) 

[Geoffrey de la Guerche, 
Pichewelle and Luvestorp 14 
Hast Norton’ 4 coy. See 
Newton Burdet . .. . 6 


[Robert de Buci.] 
Wilges aa 
Ragendele . 


AN 


[Geoffrey de la Guerche. ] 
Dalby eRe 


Burg . ha Ge see ae 
Wastwelltiey ots sie 
Melton aS. eee 


4 
- SiS bee oe ee 
Godtorps 46°64. 6e SS ee 
I 

6 


Burton . 11g 
Fredebie EON 
Cherchebi (17 + 7) As eee 
Chettlebi ae keer 
Sistenebi (23+ 2). yee 
AleBia <>. -5)_) ocr ietaeagine 


Wordebia® 8s. 0 oa eee 
Goutebin she we ke See 


Stacthirn dite ee BAO ote OtACREtONE Ss nits he a 
Anschitel s fief. 
car. car. 
Scanketon’ . . 2 Scantone 2 Robert de Veci. 


Chiburd . . . 12° Chiborne 


. 12 Robert de Veci. 


Edward of Salisburys fief. 


Dalby on the 


Dalbi 
Wolds . } ? ay 


g_ Ralf fitz Hubert. 


William Meschin’s fiefe 


Seustern . -« . 5 Seustern 


5 William Lovet. 


Henry de Albini’s fief. 


Scegla t's e's iren, eae Moca 


2 Nigel de Albini. 


Gilberts: son's oer 
ee 53 - Sprotone’ See 1 Godirey de Cambrai, 


| Willian Chambertain's Sie. ee ee 
“Dalby . ae _ f Hunfridus : Camer- 
arius, ae 


ai Donat oo 
. hrs Thrussington 


Count of Miptain's Sif. 
. 12  Broctone , . 12. Rex. 
82 eee - « 82 Rex, 
24 Croxton . Ree ot Pace REX 
£72. -Horstan. 4 s weohex. 


etianode Craon’s fief. 
8 Stoneby . . , 8 Guy de Craon. 
tae Waltham \<.° 2. Guy de Craon. 53 
ef - Sproxton VF _ Guy de Craon, 


William de Albin’ See. 


_ Cold Overton . 12 Dru de Bevrere, re 
Knipton. . . 33 Robert de Todeni. — 


‘Herdeby agen 17 3 Robert de Todeni, 
Stacthirn. . . 93 Robert de Todeni. 
Bottlesford . 24 (?) Robert de Todeni. 


| Henry Tuchet’s Sif Res 
Claxton . .6 oe Robert Hostiarius. 
Howes : 4h _ Robert Hostiarius. — 


| Rickard Basset’s Se of 


Skeffington Rex. 
Lodington — Robert de Buci, 
Sileby a 0 yo Rex. 


. tee, Sina Robert de Buci, 
_ Grimstone . Robert de Buci. 
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be Overton... 6 4) Overton. . . 4 Robert ides Bed 
 Kettleby and Holwell s.505.. 5 
Holwell 9 Kettleby . } Robert de Buci. 
Goatby 3 Gostbhy As ; Robert de Buci. » 
Scaldeford . .  Scaldeford . . 4} — Robert de Buci. 
ne 
2 


Wy pa Wymondham . 3 ~ Robert de Buci, 


and Thorpe 


 Hardebi. . Hertebi . . . x Robert : Buci 


ve fief of Richard ee: is that of a ipocals man, of 
one of those trusted officials who flourished under Henry 
the First. We know not the fate of Robert de Buci, a 
_ Domesday baron in Leicestershire and Northants; but as 
~ two, at least, of his Leicestershire estates passed, we have ~ 
seen, to Mowbray, it was, we may infer, forfeiture o: 
escheat that brought his fief into the king’s hands, an 
enabled him to divide it among his own favourites. W 
— learn from the evidence to which I am coming that the ei; 
carucates in Swinford and Walcote, and the two in L 


_ survey, that they had been obtained, like the rest, by 3 
Basset ¢emp. Hen. I. 
The elaborate fine made at Leicester, 31st June, Tiana 
has an important bearing on the Bassets’ Leicestershire 2 
possessions. Not only does it specify the lands they held | 
at Swinford (with Walcote), Ashby, and Fleckney, but e 
mentions their fee of Madeley, Staffordshire. Now the 
descent of this Staffordshire fee can be traced by charters 
on the same roll. One of these (No. 12) is a confirmation, 
_—py~Robert de Stafford, of Madeley to Geoffrey Ridel, to be — 
F held as his “antecessores” had held it. This was Geoffrey, 
son of Richard Basset, by Maud Ridel, as is shown by the 
_ fact that the first witness to the charter is Hervey ae > Stret- 


6 See also supra, p. 15 5: 
4, Znfra, p. 514. 
Sloane Cart., xxxi. 4. 


another is Robert Bagot, who held a quarter of a fee, Mt 
while - Geoffrey Ridel himself then held one, namely, = 
Madeley." But the enrolling scribe confused him vith his a 
maternal) grandfather and namesake (d. 1120), and thus Ry. 
wrongly assigned this charter to the reign of Henry I, ah 
and threw the whole descent into utter confusion. The 
right clue is found in a charter of Robert “de Toni” C2 Beat 
de Stafford), “conceding” Madeley to Robert “ de Busa” 

s “de Busci”), “per servitium unius militis,” @ This 
2 therefore, must have come to the Bassets with the rest en 
f the Buci estates; and we thus learn that this must have am 
late in the reign of Henry I., for the names of the _ 
nesses to this charter prove that it must be subsequent to zr 
B22 ee ip ree: 
_ As Robert de Budi was then in Real it feonaee have © 
been, here at least, till later 28 Basset succeeded him. 


ri 


ortions of the Loa Belvoir fief, held in Domesday ne 
bert de Todeni, pos owned by Robert de L’Isle and Wil- 
In the midst 2 great but vanished 


cand at s “ Widesers,” 


ebugel, a eno Bee de atts pia 


. 


aby ree Rubens, Ed. Hall, p. 266. 
© Ib., p. 268. re 

8 Tbid. 

8 Sloane, xxxi. 4, No. to. 
we They are ft oe de pent Ran[ulfus] Comes ares Die Galfri- ; 


e neneee Foren ‘Willelmus de Raheny Brito: Unfridus de Bohun et 
The Dean’s occurrence so late is worth noting. 
4 Compare “The Barons of Criche” (Academy, June, 1885). 
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n 1086, ©. B., 233 a In this f ‘ Nigel,” x therefe re, 
would seem, we nee Ay de Stafford, Lord of Dr 
CD, B.; 1. 278): 3 , 

ok will close with the names of those who had succee 
‘the Domesday tenants-in-chief. . <a 


eer k | HEIrs. 
ee Count of Meulan. _ Earl of Leicester. 
Earl Aubrey. __ (Escheat.) 
“Countess s Godgifa.: Se: 
Earl of Chester (Donnington). 
"Earl of Chester. ; Earl of Chester. 
Hugh de Grentmesnil Earl of Leicester. 
Henry de Ferrers. Robert de Ferrers. _ 
Robert de Todeni. oe William de Albini. 
Robert de Veci. Soe -[Anschitil.] | 
: Roger de Busli. _- [Honour of Blyth.) 
| Walter de Beauchamp. 
“Robert Dispensator. Robert Marmion. — 
; ~ Henry Tuchet (104). 
: - Robertus Hostiarius, (rob). SSS 
— Ralf Mortimer. = 
Ralf fitz Hubert. Edward of Salisbury. 
Guy deRembudcurt. = [T homas. | 
_ Guy de Craon. . Alan de Craon. 
- William Peverel = Honour of Peverel. 
William Buenvaslet. = = = Comes War’? 
William Loveth. Will, Meschin. 
_ Geoffrey Alselin. : 
Geoffrey de ‘* Wirce.” [Escheat.] _ 
Godfrey de Cambrai. _ the son of Gilbert. 
- Gunfrid de Cioches. _ Lat aces SS : 
Humfrey Camerarius. ~ Willelmus Camerarius, 
Drogo de Bevrere. ; Albemarle. 
Nigel de Albini. — Henry de Albini. 
“Countess ” Judith. ; ne David. | ; 


— ~ 
— 6 


-® That William was his son is proved by the Ferrers RA 1G me 


which enters “ Willelmus filius Nigelli” as the tenant of four fees under = 
"Henry I,, and as ee. in 1166, by his son Robert. 


3 _NORTHAMPTONSHIRE SUR VEY 
(Hen. NE -Hen, eo. 


IS : Pa yaechers” of Northamptonshire is found inva hoe 
Eee tokens Arie MS. ees E. 22, 5 


Vi 
ie 


eys 
robably 


The Ha feocictione of a enced 

panier ES eiiiains the ‘reckoning. That. thes 

inal document was written on a roll is shown by the — 
of the pharse “ per -alium rotulum.” The - statement — 
976 that there ought, at one place, to be half a hide re 
re per rotulos— Wyncestr[ie],” would seem to refer to 
sda ; but on the next page we read :— is 


Mavestcun. 


Paywell Albi ica] camerarfius] i ii. hidas de feudo Abbatis de ea ; 
hi -Tbidem de feudo Comitis David. Ibidem de feudo — 


Biter j. magnam virgatam. 
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a In Slipton i. hidam et unam virgatam de feudo Will’i de Cor 


a 


PA a Ibidem Ricardus filius Hugonis ii. partes unius hide de feudo 2 
Burgi. Ibidem Rogerus nepos Abbatis tertiam partem unius hide 
de eodem feudo. See 


In Suburc [Sudboro’] ii. hidas [et] dim. de feudo Westmonaster’. 
In Lofwye [Luffwick] Th i. hidam et unam virgatam de 
feudo de Deneford. Ibidem Radulfus Fleming i. virgatam et dim. de = 
feudo Comitis David. Ibidem Wydo frater ejus i. Magnam virgatam 
de feudo de Thorneya. ete ‘a zh ee. 
| In Drayton Albr[icus] camerarfius] dimidiam hidam de teudo 
- ~ _Rfegis]. es gaan 
aes a wale [Islip] idem Albrifcus] de feudo Regis. Ibidem iiiio 
sokemanni Regis i. hidam de feudo Westmonaster’, ae am oy 
_In_Audewyncle [Aldwinkle] Abbas de Burgo iiii. hidas” [et]: samy 
dimidiam quas Ascelinus de Waterville tenet. Ibidem Galfridus 
de Glynton i. magnam virgatam de feudo Glovernie pertinens ad _ 
_ Barton. Ibidem Ricardus filius Wydonis iii. hidas dim. virg. minus’ 
de feudo Regine (sic). <a xf ~~ an 
Item in Benifeld [Benefield] Willelmus de Lisurs iii. magnas vilg. = a 
de feudo Regis. ; - sae 
In Bernewelle [Barnwell] Robertus de ferariis vi. hidas et ie 
magnam virg. de feudo Regis. Ibidem Reginaldus le Moyne vi. — 
hidas de feudo de Rammeseye. - 
In Lilleford Willelmus Olyfart y. hidas de feudo Regis Scotie. — 


s 
¥ 


oa 
Y 


NAUEFORD _ . See 


In Tytheni [? Tichmarsh] Robertus de Ferrfers] x. hid.  Ibidem 
Tienes de Waterville iii, hid. et i. virg. et tres partes dim. hid. de _ 
urgo. eee 
_ In Thrapston Radulfus fil. Oger ii. hid. et i. virg. de feudo de — 
Brunne. Ibidem Robertus filius Edelinee i. hid. et i. virg. de feudo 
de Clare. Car. 
_ In Torpe et Achirche Ascelinus de Waterville vi. hid. [et] dim. de Be 
feudo Burgi. ot oA 
_ In Clopton Walterus i. hid. et i. virg. de feudo Regis. _ Ibidem _ 

‘ti, hid, [et] dim, de feudo Burgi. Ibidem Ascelinus dim. hid. de _ 
 -  feudo Burgi. é Sg . ae 
ae Wadenhowe [Wadenhoe]. Albricus de Ver ii. 
____ feudo Regis David. Ibidem Wymunt de Stok[e] 


hid. et i. virg, de 
i. virg. de feudo — 


* Or Sh——, 


wi 
ry 


Ibidem Rogerus Infans ii. parvas virg. de eodem feudo. 
Ibidem Wivienus de Chirchefelde dim. hid. de eodem fendo; am 
em Galfridus de Gonthorp ii. hid. de eodem feudo. In Catte. e+ 
orthe i. hid. [et] dim. de feudo Burgi. oa 


See 
2 


We fee! ut oa -POREBROC, 

__ In Pokebroc Robertus de Cauz i. hid. et. i virg. de feudo Regis, 
[bidem Walterus de Clopton ii. hid. et dim. de feudo Burgi. Ibidem = 

gerus Marmium i. hid. et i. virg. de eodem feudo. 4 ie 

In Armeston [Armston] de Burgelay ii. hid. [et] dim. de eodem 
0. Ibidem Turkil i. hid. de eodem feudo. Ibidem Wydo — 

Maufee i. hid. de eodem feudo. Ibidem Galfridus de Gunthorp _ 

partes dim. hid. de eodem feudo. Ibidem Tedrik’ iii. partes de 

_ dim. hid. de eodem feudo. : f 

__ In Pappele [Papley] i. hid. 

n Lillington [Lutton]i. hid. oa ty 

In Hennington Berengerus le Moyne ii. hid. [et] dim. de feudo 

e Rammes[eye]. Ibidem Ricardus filius Gilberti i, hid. eti.virg. et 
. de feodo Burgi. Ibidem Wydo Maufe dim. hid. et dim. virg, 

eodem feodo. Ibidem Reginaldus le Moyne dim. hid. et dim. — 

de eodem feodo. ; sy Maid 
___ In Kynesthorp [Kingsthorp] Walterus de Lodington i. hid. et i, — 

- de feodo Burgi. Ibidem Willelmus de Chirchetot dim. hid. dee 

eodo Regis. — : 

In Therninge [Thurning] Rogerus Marmioun iii. parvas virg. de 

Bae n nets [Ashton] Abbas de Burgo iiii. hid. in dominico. ia 

_ Ibidem Papilun dim. hid. de eodem feodo. Ibidem Leuenoth dim. 

d. de eodem feodo. ie 


In Undele [Oundle] Abbas in dominico Vi. hid. Ibidem Vivien 


* 


parvam virg.’ 


Messen -: Duo Hunprep bE Nasso. 


“- St Stinton Willelmus de Lisurs ii. hid. ~ 


feodo Eudonis~ 
og ee eae ; 
ton [Easton] Simon i. hid. [et] dim. 

A 2 See Chronicon Petroburgense, p. 158. 

® See Bridges’ Northamptonshire, ii. 491. 


ita Pevchirche [Peakirk].. ‘In Etton. In. Nouns di ve z 
‘In dominico Abbatis oe ae sancti Petri Ixx. hid. et 1 tii. virg : 


HUNDRED DE SUTTON. 


In eadem villa [King’s Sutton] Dominus Rex habit | in 
iii. hid. 
ees Hi aiden villa Willelmus de Quency i i. hid. [et] dim. 2 parv: 

_ virg. terre de Comitat[u] Leycestr[ie]. Ibidem Alfredus viii. pary. 
 virg. de Gilberto de Pinkeny. Ibidem Paganus 1. hid. et dim. et 
___ parvam virg. de feodo Comit{is] Leycestr[ie], Robertus filius Osb 
cees tentit, 

In Evenle i. hid. et i. parvam virg. de feodo poet Leye S 
trie]. : y : 

In Preston dim. hid. de feodo Comitfis] Leycfestrie]. 

In Croulton [Croughton] iiiie parvas virg. de feodo Com 

Sie Leycfestrie]. Ibidem Sewar’ i. hid. et ii. parvas virg. de feodo 

_ cfestrie]. Ibidem Brien filius Comitis i. hid. [et] dim. et ii. ary is 

__virg. de feodo de Walinford. 

In Neubottle-Regis [sic] de Reynes vi. hid. et i. parvam virg. de 

x feodo Comitis Leyc[estrie], Willelmus de Lepyn-tenuit. : 
In furningho [Farningho] iiii. hid. de feodo Comitis Leyc{estri 

In Cherlington [Charlton] Maynardus i i, hid. [et] dim. et i. p: 
vam virg. Ibidem Simon Chendut i. hid. [et] dim. de feodo e 
_ Berkamstede et i. parvam virg. Ibidem Odo dapifer viii, Pe om 
: virg. de feodo de Colescestra. ¥ 
In Gremesbir’ [Grimsbury] Aunsel’ de Chokes i ii. hid. et iii. parva 
 -virg. scil. quarta pars ii, hid. 
In Middleton Willelmus Me{s]chin i i. hid. et dim. et Bs - pa val 
_. virg. de feodo Willelmi de Curcy. 7 SSS eRe 
___ In alia Middleton [Middleton Chenduit] Simon Chendat i ii, hid. — 
~ de feodo de Berkamstede. : 
: In Thayniford [Thenford] Mainfenn de Walrentone i. hid. 
_ em Robertus Basset i. hid. de feodo de Walingford. = 
In Ayno [Aynho] Willelmus de Mandeville iii. hid. 

In Middelton monachi de sancto Eu’ald ¢ ii. hid. 

In Walton i. hid. cum ii. virg. in Sutton quas Suouild eae 
Tn Gildeby i. hid. et vii. parvas virg. de feodo de shore OS 


* St. Evroul, Grantmesnil’s in Domesday, 


Re tacantic) ili. hid, ‘de fonda Epise. Lincoln. ; 
wenle ii. hid. et (sic) i. parvam’ virg. minus quas Alouf de 
tenuit. — 2 

Thorpe [Thorpe-Mandeville] i ii. hid. 
anes [Stene] Gilbertus de Pinkeny ii. hid. ; 
Colewyth [Culworth] Willelmus ii. hid. et iiii. parvas virg. 

Otuer i. hid. 

Stotebyr[e] [Stotesbery] i ii. hid. quas monachi Norht’* tenent. — 

Rodestone [Radston] ii. hid. de feodo Comitis Cestr[ie]. : 

Wytefeld peor. Gilbertus de Monte ii. hid. et ii. virg. in 


va) 


erston [Merston St. Lawrence] Radulfus Murdac iiii. hid. de> 

‘omitis Leyc[estrie]. a 
iresham Thomas Sorel i. hid. [et] dim. Ibidem Comes Ley- | 
| i. parvam virg. Ibidem Gilo dim. hid. Ibidem Willelmus 

i’ [? Alan] iiii. parvas virg. ee 
elmendene [Helmedon] Willelmus de Torewelle iiii. hid. de ems 

Comitis Leyc[estrie]. me 

_ In Chelverdescote dim. hid. Idem, Comes Leyefestrie], 
peers et Hausho [Hawes] idem Comes vii. hid. pe) dim. 


HUNDRED DE WARDON. 


Wardon Ricardus foliot® ii. hid. [et] dim. et i. magnam virg., _ 
quarta pars i. militis de feodo Regis in capite. 
n Estone [Aston] et Apeltreya [Apeltre] eas de Bolonia vil. 
de feodo Comitis de Mandeville. 
In Bottolendon [Boddington] Fulco Paynel i ii. hid, una ex illis 
le feodo Cestr[ie]. Ibidem Willelmus Meschin i. hid. Thidem i. 


de feodo nee Lincoln. 


The only writer, it would seem, who has used this im-— 
rtant survey is Bridges, who refers to it throughout in 
Northamptonshire as of the time of “Henry II.” A good > 


tance of the confusion ‘caused by this assumption is seen 
the remarks of Bridges as to Barnack (ii. 491), where > he 


et St. Andrew's Priory, Northampton. 
6 The heir of Guy de Renbodcurt. 
ee: ‘Clearly Fulk Paynel the exe Founder of Tykford Priory. 


The N orthamptonshire Survey a 


‘is puzzled by our record, giving as its lord, not Gervase 
 Paynell, but Fulc Paynell (who was really his grandfather). ee 
To refute his conclusion, it is sufficient to refer to the first | ie 
name entered—that of “Albricus Camerarius.” This was 
‘no other than Aubrey de Vere, a trusted minister of Henry — 
I, who was made by him Great Chamberlain in 1133, and 
who was.slain in May, 1141.8 His Northamptonshire estate 
descended to his younger son, Robert, who, as “Robertus — 
_ filius Albrici Camerarii,” made his return as a Miss 
~ tonshire “baron” in 1166.2 There can, therefore, be no — 
confusion between Aubrey the Chamberlain (d. 1141) and 
his eldest son and namesake. Yet if, from the occurrence ey. 
of his name, we pronounced the date of this survey to be — 
1133-1141, we should be in error. There are names be- 
longing to an earlier, as to a later, date than his. 
Among the earliest are “Ricardus filius Wydonis,” the s 
son and successor of Guy de Renbodcurt,a great Domes- _ 
day tenant-in-chief; Walter fitz Winemar, whose father 
was both a tenant zz capzfe and under-tenant in Domesday; 
ee and Ralf fitz Oger, whose name illustrates the value of — 
---—s'these early surveys; for the entry proves that Oger, the — 
a. Northamptonshire tenant-in-chief (D.B., i. 228), was identi- — 
cal with Oger “ Brito,” the Lord of Bourne, Linc. (i. 3640), f 
and that the son and successor of this Oger was Ralf. We 
also recognise Roger Marmion, who was succeeded, under | 
Henry IL, by Robert; Nigel de Albini, the founder of the — 
house of Mowbray ; Michael de Hanslape, who died under ms 


< 


8 Geoffrey de Mandeville, p. 81. co 
® See also as to Twywell itself. Mon. Ang., ii 603 :— 
“Ego Albericus, regis camerarius terram de Twiwell quamdiu vixero 
Sace domino abbate Guntero et monachis de Thorneya per talem conven- % 
os tionem teneo ad firmam.” ; 
. “ Ego Robertus filius Albrici camerarii regis terram de Twiwelle quam- 
diu vixero de domino abbate Roberto et monachis de Thorneia per 
eandem conventionem in feodi firmam teneo per quam conventionem _ 
pater meus ante me tenuit.” ; 
The Great Chamberlain occurs again on fo. 974, where we read :— 
“Tn alia Adington Albric{us] Camerarfius], i ii. hid. de feodo Regis.” . 
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x Heary pie Pah “Robertus filius Regis,” who became Earl 
of Gloaccstes circ. 1122. Other tenants, living zemp. 
_ Hen. I, are William de Mandeville” William Meschin, 
Prichard. Basset, Viel (Vitalis) Engaine, Baldwin fitz Gil- 


~ bert, and Brian fitz Count. As for Ascelin de Waterville. — 
and Alouf de Merke, they are found as under-tenants in 


E 
_ Domesday itself On the other hand, such a name as 
_ “Comes Warenn de Morteyn” points to the latter years of 
Stephen’s reign, or to the early days of that of Henry IL; 


2 
’., 
‘5 
, while the mention of the earldoms of Arundel, Fersete 


ee and Essex preclude, of course, an earlier date 


een I 140. 
‘ ~ After careful examination, I propound the solution that 
this survey was originally made under Henry IL, and was 
eaicntly corrected here and there, to bring the entries 
up to date, down to the days of Henry IJ. The late trans- 
3 criber, to whom we owe the survey in its present form, has 


i 


_ incorporated these additions and corrections in a single text 


: with the most bewildering result. We trace exactly® ther = #4 


same process in the Red Book of the Exchequer. In the 
"Black Book the later additions that were made to the barons’ 
carte of 1166 are distinguished by the difference in hand- 
_ writing. ‘But ‘in the Red Book these interpolations are 


_ found transcribed in the same hand as the genuine original 


returns. To the uninitiated this has been the cause of no 

- small confusion. So, too, in the above list of Peterborough 
_ knights (p. 157), the very first entry, made emp, Hen. I. , has. 
been carried on by a later hand to the time of Henry III. 
- But there Stapleton, who transcribed the list, carefully dis- 
criminated between the two." It is probable that the lists 
eek Abingdon knights, published in the Abingdon cartularly, 
are rendered untrustworthy in places from the same cause 

_ of error. 

, The transcriber’s ignorance is clearly shown by such a 
“name as “ Comes Mauricius,” which is evidently his erro- 


10 If, as probable, the son of the Domesday Baron. 
™ Chronicon Petroburgense, pp. 168-9. 


ae he serene rae Sak 


a 3 neous “extension of an original “ Comes Maur’,” 
of Mortain! So also we are enabled to detect Store of ¢ 
theory I advance in such an entry as “ Willelmus Mesc 
de feodo Wellelmi de Curcy”; for William de Curcy 

temp. Henry Il., the barony Rela by William Meschin 
_ maternal grandfather, according to Stapleton”) zemp. H 
|, Thus, the original entry wil! have run “William 

schin,” while a later hand, in his grandson’s days, will h 
added, by way of substitution, “ De feodo William de Curcy.”™ 
-- Our transcriber, combining the two, has, of course, made 
nonsense of the whole. The same explanation applies 
the entry, “Robertus filius Regis de feodo Glovers 
where the first three words represent the original entry 
while the others were added, probably under Hen. IL, t 
eperiect the holding: with the fief of Ee Earl of] Gloucester 


feodo de Colcestra” ; for I take it that the entry was ee: 
ally made in.the he ame of Eudo Dapifer (d. 1120) and th 
as his “honour” passed into the King’s Hands: the “ de feoc 
de Colcestra” was added at a later time.” : 
I have given sufficient of the survey to prove that, 
spite of confusion and corruption, it possesses a real valu 
~Ifwe take, for instance, Polebrook (“ Pochebroc”), a towr 
ship of five hides, we find that in Domesday (2210, 22: 
Eustace (“the Sheriff”) held a hide and a quarter ém capite 
and three hides and three quarters as a tenant of Peter- 
borough Abbey (see p. 167). Now our survey shows 
the former holding in the hands of Robert de Cauz, 


1 Holy Trinity Priory, York, p. 35. 
18 Since this was written I have come across a curious ‘confinnatiod 
the hypothesis advanced. Ia the Lindsey Survey (Ed. Greenstreet) 
entry on fo. 20, in the original ran: “Comes Odo [tenet] in Aldob 


It is curious that in the same survey another later interlinea 
“Comes Lincoln”—was, though distinguished by Hearne, incorpor : 
with the text by Mr. Waters (see p. 184). 

144 Kudo was identified with Colchester. 


the other has fens broken up, two- thirds of it passing to 
Walter “de Clopton ” and one-third to Roger Marmion. 
Just below, in the case of Hemington, also a Vill of five 
hides, which was equally divided between the Abbeys " 
_ Peterborough and Ramsey, we read in Domesday that “i 


_ milites” held the Peterborough half (2214). Our a. & 


enables us to distinguish their tenancies—Richard fit 7 es 


_ Gilbert holding a hide and three- eighths ; Guy Maufe, five- 
& eights of a hide, and Reginald le Moyne the same But 
we can go further and identify the first, from his holding, 


son of Roger Malfed (see p. 158). 


_ of the Abbot at “Clotone” had been broken up, half a hide 
| of it passing to Ascelin de Waterville. All this goes to 
_ show that the fief of Eustace the Sheriff did not, as has 
__ been alleged, descend to his heirs. 

Such an entry as “In Lilleford, Willelmus Olyfart v. 


 hidas de feudo Regis Scotie” is peculiarly suggestive. It 


af reminds us that David Holyfard, godson of King David 
of Scotland, and his protector in 1141, was the founder of 
_ the house of Oliphant; and in the family’s possession of 


rs Lilford (which was held of the Countess Judith in 1086) — 
we see the origin of their Scottish connexion. William 


 « Olifard” was of Northamptonshire, and Hugh “ Olifard” 
of Huntingdonshire in 1130; while Hugh “Olifart” (of 
a Giving a total of 28, instead of 24—a trivial discrepancy. 


It is singular that in Sussex the “Cloninctune” of Domesday is, 
conversely, an error for “Doninctune.” The source of the error in both 


cases must have been the likeness of “cl” to “d” in the original returns, — 


3 _ on which these names cannot have begun with a capital letter. 
ome <1? or. Le 3¥ Hen. I. 


as the son of Gilbert Fauvel, the Domesday tenant (see yaa 
Pp. 167); while the second was the heir, and probably the 


One more instance may be given. Our survey reckons _ 
_ Clapton (“Cloptone ”) as five and a quarter hides, of which _ 
_ “Walter” held one and a quarter zz capite. Here again 
he had succeeded Eustace, whose Domesday estate at 
i ~“Dotone” (228) ought, as Bridges conjectured, to have __ 
- been entered “ Clotone.”* On the other hand, his tenancy. 


gi = 


Piathes earlier days. The eee: ember of the ba 
however, it would seem, on record is Roger Olifard, 
witnessed (doubtless as his tenant) Earl Simon’s cha 
to St. Andrew’s, Northampton, granted, probably, — 
later than 1108, This, of course, is but one of the ca 
_ in which the son of a Norman house settled in Scotlan 
through its Kings’ connexion with the earldoms of Hunt. 
So “ingdon and Northampton, 


At the close of the survey I have here discussed there i 
a list of the knights of Peterborough (fos. 992, 100) hold-_ 
CS in- Northamptonshire. RG Be to be ue eS 


hey refer :— 


Paganus de Helpestun terci- Roger fil[ius] Pageslilin in | 
"am partem unius militis (Chron- pestun terciam partem i, m 
icon Petroburgenes, ects (Vesp.. E. XXxii., fo. ‘I00). 


In the same way, Ronen Marmion had been succeeded by S 
Robert. This second list is of special value from the fact 
that the Peterborough carta of 1166 gives no perhculs of 
the nee or of their fees, Aeae Rss a 


¥ 


Y 


ed 


| THE INTRODUCTION OF KNIGHT 
wae SERVICE INTO ENGLAND. 


s JN approaching the consideration of the institutional 


changes and modifications of polity resulting from the _ 
Norman Conquest, the most conspicuous: phenomenon to | 


wy 


attract attention is undoubtedly the introduction of what 
‘it is convenient to term the feudal system. In the present 
‘paper I propose to discuss one branch only of that process, 


namely, the introduction of that military tenure which 


oF 


historical feudalism.” rs 
In accordance with the anticataclysmic tendencies > of 
modern thought, the most recent students of this obscure 


problem have agreed to adopt the theory of gradual de-— 
velopment and growth. The old views on the subject are_ 


discredited as crude and unhistorical:* they are replaced 


. by confident enunciation of the theory to which I have. 


referred? But when we examine the matter closely, when 


1 Reprinted, with additions, from the English Historical Review. 


_?“The belief which has come down to us from Selden, and the 


_ antiquarian school, a belief which was hitherto universally received, that 
William I. divided the English landed property into military fees, is 
erroneous, and results from the dating back of an earlier [? later] con- 
dition of things."—GNEsss .Const. Hist., i. 129. 5 
_ 3“There can be no deubt tht the military tenure, the most prominent 
Oe A 2 aaa Q 
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Dr. Stubbs has termed “the most prominent feature of | 


bate 3 


~~ has been found in the person of Ranulf Flambard. i 


226— Knight Service 


we ask for details of the process by which the Anglo- | 
Saxon thegn developed into the Norman knight, we are 
met at once by the frank confession that “ between -the 
picture drawn in Domesday and the state of affairs which 
the charter of Henry I. was designed to remedy, there 15a === 
difference which the short interval of time will not account — ) 
for” To meet this difficulty, to account for this flaw in WW 
the unbroken continuity of the series, a Deus ex machine — 


Now this solution of the difficulty will scarcely, I venture x 
to think, bear the test of investigation. It appears to have a 
originated in Dr.\Stubbs’ suggestion that there must have ‘= 
been, between the days of Henry I. and of William L, . 
“some skilful organising hand working with neither 3 
justice nor mercy” *°—a suggestion subsequently amplified 
into the statement that it is to Ranulf Flambard “without 
doubt that the systematic organisation of the exactions” 
under William Rufus “is to be attributed,”* and that by 
him “the royal claims were unrelentingly pressed,” his 
policy being “to tighten as much as possible the hold 
which the feudal law gave to the king on all feudatories — 
temporal and spiritual.”’7 There is nothing here that can 
be called in question, but there is also nothing, be it 
observed, to prove that either “feudal law” or “‘ military 
tenure” was introduced by Ranulf Flambard. Indeed, © 
with his usual caution and unfailing sound judgment, our — 
great historian is careful to admit that “it is not quite so 
clear” in the case of the lay as of the church fiefs “that 
all the evil customs owed their origin to the reign of 
William Rufus.”® And, even if they did, they were, it 
must be remembered, distinctly abuses—“ evil customs,” — ‘ 
‘as Henry I. himself terms them in his charter—namely (in 


feature of historical feudalism, was itself introduced by the same gradual aa 

process which we have assumed in the case of the feudal usages in- 

general.” STUBBS, Const. Aiist., i. 261. . 
4Stubbs, C. H., i. 260-1 So too Freeman. 51,268. 
$i, 298. T pp. 298, 301. Si, 300. 


matter we are considering), “ 


crown, and forfeiture. In the place,” 


unlimited demands on these heads, the charter promises, 
not indeed fixed amercements, but a return to ancient 
_~ equ able custom.”® All this: refers, it will be seen, to the 
abuse of an existing instit ution, not to the introduction of 
new one. The fact is that Ranulf’s 


been assigned a quite exceptional and undue importance. 


Broadly speaking, his actions fall under a law too often 
. sight of, namely, that when the crown was strong it 
ssed, through the official bureaucracy, its claims to the : 


ermost; and when it found itself weak, it renounced 


ty charter issued by Henry L, when he was “playing to 
the gallery,” and seeking general support: what was the 


in, to the Church; they were probably broken, says 


excessive exactions, of which the monopoly is 
gned to Ranulf Flambard, and which “the Lion of 


ce the exactions from the Church by that excellent. 
ing, Henry II. (£159), “contra antiquum morem et debitam > 


ruggle between the interests of the crown and those of 
its tenants-in-chief, which was as fierce as ever when, in — 
ter days, it led to the provisions of the Great Charter. 
What the barons, lay and_ spiritual, complained of from 
ite to last, was not the feudal system that accompanied 
r military tenure, but the abuse of that system in the 
essive demands of the crown. 
Mr. Freeman, however, who had an equal horror of 


Select Charters, 3. 96. ™ Norm. Cong, v. 380... -™ C. Hii 581 


iy ie Wee 
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excessive exactions in 
RH os Sow chai ih . - ' ioe 
Way of reliefs, marriages and wardships, debts to 


we are told, “of 


Proceedings haye 


m so far as it was compelled, Take, for instince, this 


‘value of its promises? They were broken, says Mr. F reer” rs 


Stubbs, to the knights; “and they were certainly 
en, I may add, to the unfortunate tenants-in-chief, 


i 
om the Pipe-Roll of 11 30 shows us suffering from those oat 


bertatem”; but it is needless to multiply examples of the 


ice” had so virtuously renounced, I might similarly = 


228 Knight Service | . ieeat 


Ranulf Flambard and of the “ feudal system,” did not 
hesitate to connect the two more closely even than Dr. 
Stubbs, though invoking the authority of the latter in: Sm 
support of his extreme views. The passages to which. E> Goa 
would invite attention, as expressing most concisely Mr. oe 
Freeman’s conclusions, are these :— 6. 


The system of military tenures, and the oppressive consequences 
which were held to flow from them, were a work of the days of 
William Rufus. ; ae 

If then there was any time when “‘the Feudal System” could be 
said to be introduced into England, it was assuredly not in the days 
of William the Conqueror, but in the days of William the Red. It 
would be more accurate to say that all that we are really concerned 
with, that is, not an imaginary “Feudal System,” but a system of — 3 
feudal land-tenures, was not introduced into England at all, but was e 
devised on English ground by the malignant genius of the minister _ 


of Rufus." a 


As the writer's line of argument is avowedly that of 
Dr. Stubbs, it is only necessary to consider the point ofa 
difference between them. Where his predecessor saw in 
Henry’s charter the proof that Ranulf Flambard had | 
abused the existing feudal system by “ excessive” and — 
“unlimited” demands, Mr. Freeman held, and endeavoured 
to convince us, that he had introduced not merely abuses 
of the system, but the actual system itself” The question 
virtually turns on the first clause of the charter ;“ and it — 
will not, I think, be doubted that Dr. Stubbs is right in ~ 

adopting its natural meaning, namely, that the novelty 

introduced by Ranulf was not the relevatio itself, but its — 
abuse in “excessive exactions.” Indeed, even Mr. Free- — 


2 N.C, v. 3773 cf. History of William II. pp. 335, 337, “ The whole aa 
system, a system which logically hangs together in the most perfect way, a 
was the device of the same subtle and malignant brain.” » "a 

8 Ibid., p. 374 . =i 

4 “Si quis baronum meorum, comitum sive alicrum qui de me tenent, a5 
mortuus fuerit, heres suus non redimet terram suam sicut faciebat tem- = 
pore fratris mei, sed justa et legitima relevatione ve/evabit eam.” : 


~ 


bad sient: os. NG the ae If, en en 
ment breaks down, if Ranulf cannot be shown to have 
vised ef military. tenure, how are we to bridge over the 
alleged chasm between the date of Domesday (1086) and 
that of | ‘Henry’s charter (1100)? The answer is simply — 
nat the difficulty is created by the very theory I am dis- 
cussing : it is based on the assumption that William I. did— 
ot introduce military tenure; combined with the fact 
ee within thirteen years after the Conqueror’s death, 
: only the military tenures, but the worst abuses of the. . 
ary tenures, were in full force in England.”” But, 
e again, when we examine the evidence, we find that 
is assumption is based on the silence, or alleged silence, . 
Domesday Book.* Now no ‘one was better aware than 
. Freeman, as an ardent student of “the great Record,” 
that to argue from the silence of Domesday is an error as 
"dangerous as it is common. Speaking from a rather wide 
intance with topographical works, I know of Owe 
into which the local antiquary is more liable to. fall. i 
Wonderful are the things that people look for in the pages 
of the great survey; I am always reminded of Mr. Secrés = 
tary ‘Pepys’ writing for information as to what it contained Bie 


Be In that aces the iheaey tenures are taken for seated, What 
provided against is their being pee ee as they had been i in the days a ae 
of Rufus, into engines of oppression,’—. C., v. 373+ 
8 NV. C., v. 3723 C. Hi. 261. 
ape: Cy Ve 373: . ner: 
38 Palgrave, as Mr. yeoman absceves “strongly and clearly brought — 
mae, the absence of any distinct mention of military tenures in Domesday.” 
“Dr. Stubbs more cautiously wrote : Bee wording of the Domesday — 
Survey does. not imply that in this respect the new military service 
differed from the old.” (C.4.,i. 262.) Mr. Freeman confidently asserts : 
Pas es ‘Nothing is more certain than that from one end of Domesday to the — 
oe other, there is not a trace of military tenures as they were afterwards 
derstood. . . . We hear of nothing in Domesday which can be 
pel service or military tenure in the later sense.” (JV. C, v. 
Mr. punt pee man Britain) follows the same line, and — 
Stubbs, and Freeman, repeats the argument. 


“concerning the sea and the dominion thereof.” Like — 

other inquests, the Domesday Survey—‘the great inquest _ 
of all,” as Dr, Stubbs terms it—was intended for a special 
purpose ; special questions were asked, and these questions: 
were answered in the returns. So with the “Inquest of - 
Sheriffs” in 11 70; so also with the Inquest of Knights, if ly 


there i is not a word— 


it is in no spirit of captious criticism, but from the necessity a 
something about population in every page, while in the 


and their fees, the returns to it naturally contain “some- 


hand, “the payment or non-payment of the ge/d is a matter 


was to secure its full and fair assessment.”™ Nor is this — s 
all, When the writer asserts that “in Domesday there is ee as 


_thereof” (1661). 
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may so term it, in 1166. In each case the questions asked } 
are, practically, known to us, and in each they are entirely 
different. Therefore, when Mr. Freeman writes— . a a 


The survey nowhere employs the feudal eases which became 
familiar in the twelfth century. Compare, for instance, the records 
in the first volume of Hearn’s Liber Niger Scaccavii. In this last 
we find something oe knights’ fees in ayers page. In Fiano = 


a 


of demolishing the argument, that I liken it to basing con- a 
clusions on the fact that in the census returns we find 


returns of owners of land there is not a word. As the 
inquest of 1166 sought solely for information on knights — 


thing about knights’ fees in every page”; on the other 
which appears in every page of the survey” [of 1 086] fs 
because “the formal immediate cause of taking the survey — 


not a word” about knights’ fees, he greatly overstates his 
case, as indeed is shown by the passages he proceeds to _ 
quote, I shall be able to prove, further on, that knights’ | 
fees existed in cases where Domesday does not mention 


them, but even the incidental notices found in the Great 
% p 


1 “T spoke to Mr. Falconberge to look whether he could out ~ot AG 
Domesday Book give me anything concerning the sea and the dominion — z 


» N. C., v. 465. hae C27. Sa 


le s oe ‘As Mr. Freeman bas well observed :— 


Rarost incidental notices are sometimes the most precious. We 
ve seen that it is to an incidental, an almost aoiowab notice in 


important as the introduction of Se" 
service. , 
ieee I have now endeavoured to make plain one of the chief — 
: eo in the view at present: akan namely, that it, is 


=, nd Henry’s charter Behe only to be bios: 


_ the assumption that Ranulf Flambard “devised” and e 
oduced eget tenure, with its results—an assumption, 


chief, we obtain, r venture to assert, no definite answer. 


< 
ae 
Sad 


ae times that it was the valne of his estate. Gneist, he . 
has discussed the matter in detail, and on several occa- 


b BANC, mig. 

3 As so much stress has been laid on the argument from Domesday 
‘is desirable further to demonstrate its worthlessness by referring to 
indsey Survey (vide supra, p. 181). This survey can only be a few 
$ previous to 1120, and was therefore made at a time when, ex 
sothest, feudal tenures had been established for some time. Yet here, 
| page after page may be searched in vain for any mention of 

nights” or “fees,” 


Z 
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wh sions, has held Pips broadly speaking, the same 
view: he maintains that “ since Alfred’s time the eee 


tion” 
Se ee eicaent of the Sagas was wanting?! at ett 
of the Conquest, and this want was a serious flaw in the 
_ Anglo-Saxon polity. William resolved to make the syst 

— uniform,and =o 


the: object that the royal administration now Guewed for a century — 
was to impose upon the whole mass of old and new possessors an 
ie equal obligation to do service for reward. The standard adopted : in’ 
an carrying out this system was approximately that of the five hides | 
possession of the Anglo-Saxon period; yet with a stricter Tatiny 
prods to the value of the produce." 


The difficulty Greaniineed in ascertaining this value was” 
a main cause of the Domesday Survey being undertaken. S 
Seed his: \is)) Gneist’s special point on which he invariably 2 

= = insists: “Domesday book laid the basis of a roll of the 
crown vassals”; upon it, “in later times, the fee-rolls_ 
were framed.””” By its evidence, “according to the ex- — 
tent and the nature of the productive property, could be — Be 


“” 


computed how any shields were to be furnished by cack 


Becta rent,’25 
are no knights’ fees of a limited area,”®. but unitsts o 
_ possession,” the unit being £20 in annual value. RST 

Dr. Stubbs, on the other hand, while rejecting the view 
that military service, since the days of Alfred, had been 
practically fixed at one warrior for every five hides,” Jeans — 


4 Gneist, C.H., i. 132. a 118; 26 i, 156, 133, ve 
14.130. ak hah to 20 1, 1330 = 
& . ® Stubbs, C.H., i. 192. I do not quite understand the passa Se that 
“it is probable that the complete following out of the Frank = act 
< proportion of service to hides] was reserved for Henry ads unless Ss a 
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nevertheless to the belief that the knight’s fee was de- 
veloped out of the five-hide unit, and that the military 
“service” of a tenant-in-chief was determined by the 
number of such units which he possessed. But, as he also 
recognises the £20 unit, there will be less danger of mis- 
representing his views if I append verbatim the relevant 


passages :— 


The customary service of one 
fully armed man for each five 
hides was probably the rate at 
which the newly endowed fol- 
lower of the king would be ex- 
pected to discharge his duty 

and the number of 
knights to be furnished by a 
particular feudatory would be 
ascertained by inquiring the 
number of hides that he held.” 

‘The number of hides which 
the knight’s fee contained being 
known, the number of knights’ 
fees in any particular holding 
could be easily discovered.” 

All the imposts of the 
Norman reigns were, so far as 
we know, raised on the land, and 
according to computation by the 
INd@ ac, 2s. the fetidal =ex- 
actions by way of aid 
were levied on the hide.” 


The value of the knight’s fee 
must already have been fixed— 
twenty pounds a year.” 


It cannot even be granted that 
a definite area of land was neces- 
sary to constitute a knight’s fee ; 
It is impossible to avoid 
the conclusion that the extent of 
a knight’s fee was determined 
by rent and valuation rather than 
acreage, and that the common 
quantity was really expressed in 
the twenty librates, etc.” 
The variation in the number 
of hides contained in the knight’s 
fee.** 


military reforms are to be understood, as so many of his other measures 
are, as the revival and strengthening of anti-feudal and pre-feudal 
custom.” (Jbid.) The allusion is, clearly, to the assize of arms ; but was 
that assize based on fixed quantities of land? Mr. Little has discussed 
the five-hide question in the English Historical Review, No. xvi. pp. 


726-9 (vide supra, p. 68). 
$13, 262. 
88 C, H., i. 386. a 3ONs 


$j. 262, 


® i, 264-5. L432; 
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‘Mr. Freeman’s views need not detain us, for he un- 


hesitatingly accepts Dr. Stubbs’ arguments as proving 


that the Norman military tenure was based on “ the old — 


_ service of a man from each five hides of land.” 97 — 


We find then, I submit, that the recognised leaders of 
existing opinion on the subject cannot agree among them- 


_ selves in giving us a clear answer, when we ask them 


what determined the amount of “service” due from a 


Norman tenant-in-chief, or, in other words, how that “ser- 


vice” was developed in unbroken continuity from Anglo- | 
Saxon obligations. aoa; 

The third point that I would raise is this. Even assum- 
ing that the amount of “service” bore a fixed proportion— 
whether in pecuniary or territorial units—to the extent of 
possession, we are, surely, at once confronted by the diffi- 
culty that the owner of x units of possession would be 


compelled, for the discharge of his military obligations, to — | 


enfeoff x knights, assigning a “unit” to each. A tenant- 


_ in-chief, to take a concrete instance, whose fief was worth 


#100 a year, would have to provide er. hypothest five 
knights; if, as was quite usual, he enfeoffed the full num- 
ber, he would have to assign to each knight twenty librates 
of land (which I may at once, though anticipating, admit 
was the normal value of a knight’s fee), that is to say, 


‘the crown would have forestalled Henry George, and the 


luckless daro would see the entire value of his estate 
swallowed up in the discharge of its obligations® What 
his position would be in cases where, as often, he enfeoffed 
more knights than he required, arithmetic is unable to 
determine. I cannot understand how this obvious diffi- 
culty has been so strangely overlooked. | 


7 “The growth of the system of knight's fees out of the older system 
of hides is traced by Stubbs. The old service of a man from each five 
hides of land would go on, only it would take a new name and @ new 


spirit” (V.C, v. 866). <a 


*° This argument, of course, applies, mtatis mutandis, to a five-hide 
unit as well, 


ae is ; this, ‘Tf we “find ‘that ees Een fie aher mee 
eet with definite information—a oo contained, as we ad 
; expect, more C units of possession” than it was bound. 
ish knights (thus leaving a balance over for the Jaro 
subinfeudation), we must draw one of two conclusions : iif - 
this excess had existed from the first; or, if the fief é 
are asked to believe) was originally ecee up to- 
hilt for: military service, that assessment. must, in the 
1, have been reduced. In other words, Henr yy ih 
r. Stubbs in one place suggests, he was the first to rs 
eae ete account of the knights’ fees ”—must ane 


oe fo. seniod of proof as tick L adopted ea Mr. secuaha 
af silaas pias, seas aes namely ee back 


SC. ZZ, i 265. 


organisation of that purely feudal host among-whom our ~ 
lands had been parcelled out to be held, as I shall show, 
by military service. We have therefore, in them our best 
‘starting-point for an inquiry into the. origin and growth som 
_ of military tenure in England. Soe 
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eighty years before. “ For the essentially feudal character 


_ while the one took for its unit the oldest and most fami- 
liar of native organizations, the other, ignoring not. only — 


alien organisation of the fief.44 The one inquest strictly ne 


1. THE “CARTAE” OF 1166. 


In the formal returns (cariae) made to the exchequer in 
1166 by the tenants-in-chief (avones) of England, of whic 
the official transcripts are preserved in the Liber Niger and 
the Liber Rubeus, we have our earliest glimpse of t 


It may be well perhaps, at the very outset, to contrast 
these cartae of 1166 with those of the Domesday Inquest = 
eo 
of the former is at once, by the comparison, thrown into é 
relief, The original returns of the Domesday Inquest were 
made hundred by hundred; those of 1166 were madé fief 
by fief. The former were made by the jurors of the hun- 
dred court; the latter by the lord of the fief. Thus, 


the hundred, but even the shire itself, took for its unit the 
continued, the other wholly repudiated, the Anglo-Saxon ~ : 
system. ae ti . | . ' a 
It is consequently worse than lost labour to examine | SS 
these two inquests, based as they are on opposite systems, ae 
and giving us as they do a cross-division as if they were — 


Fr. 


but successive editions of the national register or rate-book. 


The first point to be considered is this: What was the : 
information which the tenants-in-chief were called upon to 


“ Henry of Huntingdon (p. 207) speaks of the Domesday returns by Si a 
the same name (cariae). © ‘ a oes 

“1 Domesday Book occupies a medial position, being arranged under 
counties, but within each county, under fiefs. ' v 


~~ 


oe in ‘these feturns? Tt was mot, as Dr. Stubbs and 
ers have supposed, the: amount of “service” due from 
h fief to the crown,” The information asked for was 
number of “ milites” actually enfeoffed by each “ baron” 
his predecessors in title, with the number of “ servitia” 

rom each such “miles” to the “baron.” In. this dis- 
ion, missed by Dr. Stubbs, we find the key to the 
_ The crown, we shall see, must eae have 


Although ees is great diversity in the form of return i 
opted—a diversity which imparts to the cartae a pleasant — a 
flavour of character—it may fairly be assumed that, as in | 
2 similar cases, they were called for throughout the realm 
by one uniform writ. If we may deduce the purport of 
writ from the collation of those returns which refer to 
most explicitly, we must infer that the information asked — 
or was to be given under four heads :— 
) How many knights had been. enfeoffed bel the . 
leath of Henry 1? 
(2) How many have been enfeonen since? ; 
3) How many (if any) remain to be enfeoffed to com- 
plete the “service” due from the fief. Or, in other words, 
what is the balance of your “service” remaining chaieeee ee 
% _ able to your “demesne”? 2 
(4) What are the names of your r knights? ef 
In support of these statements | I append me whee of the = 


: relevant setumns, 


ere rs 
oa < 


a ecaoata the carta re the bishop of Exeter, Praecepistis miht quod 
mandarem vobis non quod . servitia militum vobis debeam, ete: Dna 
‘Stubbs writes: “ The king issued a writ to all the tenants-in-chief of the 
E crown, lay and clerical, directing each of them to send in a cartel or re- 


port. of the number o1 knights’ i¢es for the service oi which he was be 2 
Eisble ee ee i. 584. 


i 


Bistior « OF Aare 


Picaccenaie mihi 
a quod mandarem vo- 
bis per breve meum 
_ sigillatum et. apertum, 
non quot 
- militum  yobis 


~ habeam milites feffa- 
tos de tempore Regis — 
Henrici avi vestri, et 


‘sint super dominium 
meum, : 


servitia 
ide=': 
_ beam, sed (1) quot 


o(2). quot post mortem 
_ipsius, et (3) quot 


* The bishop of “ Cove ntry ” 
si quos in dominio tenemus, et 


Pacis di gnitas 


vestra omnibus fide- | 
libus vestris clericis 


et laicis, qui de vobis 
tenent de capite in 
Eboracsira, ut man- 
dent vobis per literas 
suas, extra sigillum 
pendentes, (1) quot 


milites quisquis ha-— 


beat de veteri feffa- 
mento de tempore 
Regis Henrici avi 
_vestri, scilicet de die 
et anno quo ipse fuit 
vivus et mortuus, et 
(2) quot habeat de 
novo — feodamento 
feffatos post mortem 
bonae memoriae avi 
_vestri ejusdem, et (3) 
quot feoda militum 
‘sint super dominium 
-“uniuscujusque, et (4) 
omnium illorum no- 
mina, tam de novo 
feffamento quam de 
veteri feffatorum quae 
sint in illo brevi 
scripta, 
quod si aliqui ibi sunt 
qui vobis nondum 
fecerunt — ligantiam, 
et quorum nomina 
non sunt scripta in 
rotulo vestro, quod 
infra dominicam pri- 


mam xl? ligantiam 


vobis faciant (p. AI ak 


_limitas, quod 1 


“nostrum, ae quo s 


quia vultis 


expresses it :—‘ ‘numerum — 
eorum nomina” ” (p. 263). 


‘Pate Les 
domine, - -vestira sub= tg 


nostris_sigillatis, e 
tra sigillum pe 
tibus, vobis 1 
cer Aue 


ments et ee no 0, 

scilicet, anno et die 
: bp MERSSS 

quo Rex iS 


et de bi Post mor. wt 
tem NSS avec aOR af 


militer mandare pre 
cepistis, etc. (pp. 
418), 


* 


Michi et Ee ee : 


meis ‘mandastis 


at vobis” per breve © 
pepiedess ex- 


aa aaites 


1S pacoaatos 


beamus ae sb quot 
de Bove, pee ke 


ar 
-ENGELARD DE. 

: _ STRATTONE. 
“Michi et. ceteris 


- Rosert pe Brin- 


: TONE. 
~ Michi et aliis com- 


‘ comparibus_ meis qui paribus meis per lit- 


de vobis tenemus in 


capite per litteras 
vestras mandastis ut 
_vobis per breve nos- 
trum pendens extra 
‘sigillum mandaremus 
(@: 5 quot milites habe- 
amus de veteri feoda- 
mento de tempore 
Henrici Regis avi 


teras vestras innotu- 2 


-istis ut per fidem et 
ligantiam quam vobis~ 


debemus per breve 


nostrum pendens ex- 


tra sigillum mandare- 


mus (1) quot milites. 38 


haberemus de veteri 
feodamento de tem- 
pore Henrici Regis’ 


_vestri, et (2) quot 
habeamus. de novo 
feodamento (p. 276). 


avi vestri, et (2) quot - 
milites haberemus de 
novo _ feodamento > 
post tempus Regis 
Henrici avi vestri, et 
(3) quot milites ha- 
beamus super domi- _ 

nium nostrum.... 
Et vobis quidem et — 

_ filio vestro ligantiam — 

_ et homagium fece- 


runt (p. a7) 


Let me here break off for a moment to consider one of 
_ the most important points suggested by this great inquest, 


< namely, the issue of the writs under which it was held. It 
has been generally assumed that each tenant received his 

writ direct from the crown; and a casual reading of the | 
cartae might, perhaps, favour such a view. I have, how- 
- ever, been led to the conclusion that a general writ was 
_ issued to the sheriff of ee se and that its terms ; 


> 


“4 These references are to the pages of the forthcoming edition of the 
ber Rubeus. It will be observed that the second three returns are too. 
sely alike for accidental coincidence ; the three Shropshire “ barons ” 
who made them must have been in some communication. Note here d 
markable use of the term “compares.” 


Rte ee scar 38 FE Sheree he hor. eee 
rats 240 oie ees ee 


Ul 


5 communicated by him td, the aaa tenants-in- chisel 
pies apita baroni@ lay within, his jurisdiction. ie 
wi of Mopmont has heard the writ read out in $ 
the Pagel court; Earl Patrick. also has heard the writ : 

d out.” William fitz Siward derives from the sheriff, eS. 
oe lls us, his knowledge of the writ: ‘7 even the bishop 
ae es Cneter has received hg instructions from the sheriff. ‘s a 

But more especially do I Ely upon the return of the Arch-— he 
bishop of York because & recites the tenor of the writ in me. 
terms which can leave jo doubt that it was addressed, 
__meuya tne sheriff, to the ‘whoie shire collectively.” If the 
Archbishop of York did not receive a special writ, we may 
fairly infer that no other tenant can have done so. 
f---  Purther, ‘I believe that as the “barons” received their 
instructions from the sheriffs, so they also sent in their 24a 
returns through those officers. The memorandum, for in- 


~ eS 


pence, on the missing carta of Osbert fitz Hugh informs uae 


champ. Now, William de ‘Beauchamp was shete of thes 


shire. This would account for the grouping -of the returns 2 
“ “per singulos comitatus,” as Swereford expresses it, and NG 


Ugeeie of collecting the scutage shire eS shire. —— 
Returning now to the terms of the inquiry, it is obvious 
that the tenant are) to whom such queries were eddy 


(2) Those who had Tae ‘the exact eegher of knight . 
' fees sufficient to discharge their “ service.” . 


& Audivi praeceptum vestrum in consulatu Herefordiae. 
46 Audito praecepto vestro. 


47 : a: nee 
Praeceptum vestrum, per totam Angliam div ulgatum, per vicecomi- Se 
tem vestrum Norhumberlande ad me, sicut ad alios, pervenit. 3 


4 Mandavit nobis . . . ‘Vicecomes epIepbe nae sf ex” parte vestra 
-quatinus, etc. 


: “ Praecepit dignitas vestra omnibus fidelibus vestris, clericis ¢ et laicis, 
qui de vobis tenent in capite in Eboracsira ut mandent, etc. 
Quorn ego unus, etc, 


super Dominium” 


) Those who had created move than sufficient. 
Those who had created dess than sufficient. 
is last class requires some. explanation. When the 

nber of knights’ fees created was not sufficient to dis- 

arge the baron’s “ service,” the balance of that service _ 
— ained charged on the noninfeudated portion of his fief, 
a. that is, on the “demesne,” and was technically said to be _ 
“super dominium.” It is all-important that this should. — 
rasped, for it might. otherwise be supposed that such 
yhrase as “quot milites ‘super dominium” implied the 
existence of actual knights enfeoffed on the demesne, which, 
those who realise the working of the system of knight- _ i 
ice, is an absolute contradiction in terms. This, it will — 
ound, beautifully explains the first article of the ASSIZE> Tare 
Arms (1181)—that every tenant is to keep in stock | a 
ness for as many knights “ q ot habuerit feoda militum / 
dominio suo.” © That is to say, that if, after deducting mor 
_the knights actually enfeoffed, there remained due from his 
at balance of | knight-service, he must keep in readiness 
Jarness sufficient for those knights whom he would have to 
provide himself to discharge that balance.* > 

Having made this point clear, I now pass to the im- 

‘mediate object of the inquest of 1166. What that object 

i s, no one has as yet discovered. Dr. Stubbs, for instance, 
in his preface to the Pipe-Roll of 1166, writes: “On the 

mediate purpose for which the inquiry was made—and 

- can scarcely be doubted that it was for the collection of 
_scutage—we shall look for further information in the 
Ils of the succeeding years,” My own researches enable 
e to assert that this inquest formed part of a financial 


ta re nln 


6 It should be scarcely necessary to warn the reader against confusing 
© dominium, or non-infeudated portion of the entire fief, with the 
minium, or demesne portion, of each Manor upon that fief 
*1 An instance in point is afforded by the Bardolf barony (z.¢. fief) Zep. 
ohn :— Heres Dodon’ Bardulf tenet feoda xxv. militum pertotum. Inde 
_ Xv. milites sunt feoffati et x. feoda sunt super dominium” (Zes¢ta de 
Nevill, p. 19). 


Ss ‘revolution iiehertgnored, which ae to be. ‘comp 
_ with those other innovations in administration and fi 
that characterised the latter half of the twelfth century 


~~ England. © ieee 
pop. acWhen.-we come to place side a side the returns a : 


_ (at feast on the lay fiefs) the same distinction in both 
- tween “the old feoffment” and “the new.” But while 
ites as we saw, were made under three heads,” the fa 
_ments were made under two, namely, under the two feoft 
‘ments. The reason of this difference can be established 
yond dispute : the exchequer clerks | had, in ore insta 


first, and Aacen them togeeherh as 5 “old feofiment” ne 
is one of the points which, I think, have never been hithe 
explained. “1 

Plenty of examples might be. given, but these two w 
suffice. Walter de Aincurt returns 24 fees de veteri, : 
novo, and 11 super dominium. The - exchequer, ins. EI 
peeores him as paying on 35 fees de weteri, and on 5 
novo.” Richard de Haie returns 11 fees de veleri, A de nov. 


paying on 16 de veteri, na 4 de novo. 
Peeine mein point, however, on which I propose to insisty is 
_ that these* returns were intended to provide, and, as 
matter of fact, did provide a new feudal assessment, wholly 


tenant, but in many to the adidantage of the crown, 
modus operandi was as follows. — 


systems told in its own foo and salted teaiue “ 
fief. If he had enfeoffed fewer knights than his servitd 


(1) Old feoffment, (2) 1 new feoffment, (3) ormeant: : ea 4 


58 He and his successors are consequently found paying, time a 
time, on ys -five fees. 


* Fae Sait his assescmient ; but if he “tad: 
an excess of fees, the crown Z3de that excess we 
pre-existing assessment and increased the “service” 
from him pro tanto. This discovery is no conjecture, 
capable of arithmetical demonstration. ; 
be noticed how skilfully the queries were framed, 


> inquest of 1166, to entrap the unwary tenant, and _ 


bale him commit himself to the facts. If his enfeoffed — 
kn hts were short of the required number, he was caught — 


ler the third query; if, on the other hand, he had an 


he was caught under the others. Now, did the 
” when they made their returns, anticipate. this 
1g and unwelcome reform? Presumably not. They 


car to have drawn up their caréae carefully and will- nes 


gly, few of those who had an excess of knights. taking — 
ie ee een of ee. their servitium debrtum.« — 


ae and Arctersatically aadoted an bedide of teorect : 


et Jeg is no trace of aoe gas in Bes returns. ae a 2 


ae first place the tenants had to make their Fernie 
- sigillum pendentes, thereby solemnly committing 
mselves ;** in the second, the tenants woud, of course, 


“ 4 William de esachara of Wircé<vershine. is virtually a solitary — 
ception. He inserts, cavendt causa, this significant. clause :—“ De 


h praenominatis non debeo Regi nisi servitium vii. militum, nec ante- __ 


ces mei unquam plus fecerunt, sed quia dominus Rex praecepit michi 


e quot milites habeo et eorum nomina, ideo mando quod ee peat 


) habeo fefatos de veteri feffamento; sed non debeo ‘Regi nis 
t vii. militum.” But William was a sheriff at the time, and ae 
ee eee information nah ee st saa on his guard. 


ciecaeas suas in an cartae extra sigillum pendentes M 
hee also that the addition of the seal made the return 
sa a SS “InN eee Mee tenants by knig Aer yIEe were 


ie had they Drclach | the use that the crown wou 
make of their returns. % é 
. ~The. question may very fairly be shed ie “What ‘chee! 


omitting some of his ‘excess’ fecsir” The answer is: ae 
plied, I think, by a clause in the invaluable return of t 
‘northern primate. He there requests that his return 
be accepted “without prejudice,” as a lawyer would say, - 
case of his omitting some small fees. That is to say, cesta 
formal returns might be brought up as evidence against. 
_--——_-tenants-in-chief who had omitted some of their fees, prov-_ 
i iug that they had gaa themselves disowned their righ 
to the fees in question. | = 
Two points strike one strongly in the preparation of thes 
returns. The first of these is the difficulty experienced 
- compiling a correct list of under-tenants and their holdin 
the second is the employment of the “Inquest” as a mean 
of ascertaining the particulars. 
Taking the former of these, we find High: Wac writing 
“si amplius inquirere possim, notificabo vobis”; and 
Guarine “de Aula,” “si plus possim inquirere, eam vobis 
-scire”; so too the Bishop of Ely, “de hiis vero certi. sumus, 
et 2 amplius inquirere poterimus libenter vobis significabi- 
mus”; and the Bishop of Bath, “si certiorem inquirere 
3 poterimus veritatem, nos illam vobis significabimus”; and_ 
ae Alfred of Lincoln, “si plus inquiri potest, inquirere facie- 
- mus.” The bishop of Exeter makes his return, “s 
eam diligentius inquirere potui”; the Abbot of Tavistos 
“quantum inde sollicitius iaguireage 3 scire potuit.” ‘Hug! : 
de Lacy, in 2 postcript to his return, adds a fee “ quod 
oblitus sum”; while the Earl of Clare has to: send in a 


% 


* 


56The point is of some importance in its bearing on the seh of a Re 
aise to assess himself, which i is held in this case to have been exes r= 


checking.” —C, tes i. 85, 


ee it seems in ‘some cases to ave ACeeeraed The 
t ee ee ‘Deas = return, “ Haec est inquisitio” 


per seen ae Patrick makes his return, é 

lum quod de> probis et agclants hominibus meis 
tui.” “Fecimus inquirere,” writes the Bishop 5 

, a8 Soy homines meos.... Haec autem 
ee us Garey to the very Hive rtant inquest re- 

d to in the carta of the earl of Arundel :— 


D t ue milte de ne de melioribus et fesdisribee: et anti- 
servitia militum de 


Eyton aa elaborately on genealogical grounds that 
inquest must have taken place under Henry I., but. 

1 it is quite obvious from the language of the ue 
that this was so. It is, consequently, worthy of notice 
its bearing on “the sworn inquest.” While on this 
ubject, attention may be called to the unique entry in the 
e- Roll of 12 Henry II. (1166): “ Alanus de Munbi debet. 
s, quia non interfuit Jurat’ feodorum militum” (p. 8). 
Pes proves (through what is known as the Lindsey © 
vey) that Alan was an under-tenant of the honour of 
ttany, the successor of that Eudo who held in Mumby 
| ae ‘This fact throws light on UG entry, Py 


re Motarye It is s infinitely easier to trace the change — e 


| Knight Servite 


. ives fiefs than of the ay ones. For on the former it 
uniform and glaring. Previously to 1166 the church er 
ants had paid on their servetium debitum alone ;. after IT 
, they paid, as a rule, on all the fees actually created up 
the fief. Thus the assessment of the Bishop of Durham wai 
raised at a blow from ten fees to more than sevent 
There were several equally striking cases among 
prelates. Now, whether or not the church tenants feared 
‘something of the kind, they had generally been careful in 
their returns to set forth their servitium debitum, and when, 
in 1168, they were uniformly assessed on their total of fees, 
ie uniform protest is ee in the formula “ ae non. 


knights. 
which is peculiar to the church fiefs. In heen cases 
wholly replaces the de veterd and de novo assessment whick = 
from rtOG x was applied to the lay fiefs. : 


II. THE SERVITIUM DEBITUM. 


The essential feature we have> to keep in view when | 
Searing the growth of knight-s “service is. the servitiuy 


57 By one of those slips so marvellously rare in his qitaps Dr. ‘Stubb ; 
writes that “the Bishop of Durham’s service for his demesne land 
that of ten knights, but it was not cut up into fees” (i. 263). What 
bishop said was that he owed no service for his demesne, because there 
were already over seventy fees created on his fief, though he only owed 
ten. : « : , 
58 This is one of the ee on which Madox is weuecase: at sea. He 


i 


writes, of the above ee orate “This oneeainty “about the | 
number of the fees frequently happened in the case of ecclesiastical per- : 
ons, Bishops, and ADDO re eee ie 4. 647. ‘ 


al sigs a of eae it is ‘difficult t for ‘me 


Panne Be Pita the Meedubeed tof eit service 
ns the process of subinfeudation on the several fiefs ; 

r me it means the grant of fiefs to be held from the 
by knight - service. Thus the process which absorbs — 
te of the ‘school whose views I am opposing is for 
“The whole 


cnilitary service, or not. If cee did, it would teas 


‘s' nply on their individual inclinations, whether, or ‘how 


. 


far, they had recourse to subinfeudation. — It was not a 
atter of principle at all; it was, as Dr. Stubbs, himself puts 
‘a matter of convenience,” 89 a mere detail. What Wee cera 
Se to consider i is not ise relation between the tenant-in- aes 


vr 
coast, 
~ “le 


Som ae seed all ane it > 
BT he assumption that the cee cannot have intro-— 
uced any new principle in the tenure of land lies at the 
t of the matter. Assuming this, one must of course seek 
where for the introduction of knight service. Have not 
e difficulties of the accepted view arisen from its expon-_ 
ents approaching the problem from the wrong point of | 
Se The tendency to exalt the English and depreciate a 
he Norman element in our constitutional development has — 
ed them I think, and especially Mr. Freeman, to seek in ~ 
 Anglo- -Saxon institutions an explanation of feudal phe-— 
‘nomena. This tendency is manifest in their conclusions on 
the great council :® it colours no less strongly their views 
on knight-service. In neither case can they bring them- 
s to ee ues Bee standpoint or to enter into. thee 


& 2C. Fics 264. 
6 See my papers on 


“The House of rhe the Transition from ‘Ponce 
rit’ os pee, Oct. and Dec., ee April, 1885). 


cae ee 
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Woe 


on the direct allegiance of the under-tenant to the crown, 


_ the “military service” bargain was a bargain between the — 


a3 discharge of this service. It is, indeed, in this apa 


nothing of your tenant,” was in effect the king’s position ; ie 


or not.” In other words the “baron” discharged his ser- 


charged theirs to their lord." So the Dialogus speaks of the ng 


military service due from the “barons” to the crown, and 
see if, when ascertained, they throw any fresh light on the 


Knight § ervite 


feudal spirit. It is to this that I attribute their disposer 

to bring the crown face to face with the under-tenant—or — 
“Jandowner” as they would prefer to term him—and so to — 
ignore, or at least to minimise the importance of the tenant- 
in-chief, the “middleman” of the feudal system. Making — 
every allowance for the policy of the Conqueror in insisting — 


and thereby checking the disintegrating influence of. 2 
perfect feudal system, the fact remains what we may term ie 


crown and the tenant-in-chief, not between the crown and 
his URGE Fen: It follows ee this that so elas as the 


debitum to the crown, se mee had no right | to togk. penne Be 


the “baron,” who was himself and alone: responsible for the | 


that lies the key to the situation. If the under-tenant of a_ 
knight’s fee failed to discharge his service, it was not to z 
him, but to his lord, that the crown betook itself. “I know 3 


“you owe me, for the tenure of your fief, the service of so 
many knights, and that service must be performed, whether 
your under-tenants repudiate their obligations to yourself 


vice to the king, whereas the baron’s under-tenants dis- 


under-tenant’s “numerum militum quos domino debuerat.” — 
Let us then apply ourselves directly to the quotas of 


neat problem. 


61 See, for instance, the language used in the carta of Ralf de Worcester ~ 
(p. 441) : “Teneo de vobis in capite de veteri fefamento feodum i. militis, _ 
unde debeo vobis facere servitium i. militis. Et de eodem feodo Jordanus — 
Hairum debet mihi dapat 1i@™ partem servitii,” etc. In N ormandy ~ 


(1172), the phrase ran: “quot milites unusquisque baronum deberet — 
ad servicium regis, et quot haberet ad suum proprium servicium, t 


“ ~ 


“attempt, om far as I Bone has ever been mae toa 
mine ieee eS and indeed ‘it was the utter ee si 


to ee ce his Cones in the tairiscath century. 
lose researches, unfortunately, leave us no wiser, partly 

om his defective method and want of the requisite ac- 
partly from the fact that what he sought was not 

t historical truth, but practical information bearing 

on the existing rights of the crown. We must turn there-. — 
re to the original authorities: 589) the cartae baronum, (2) 
annual rolls. These were the two main sources of | 
reford’s information, as they must also be of ours. In _ 
next pons of this Peper I shall vane with the aa 


etait aang the church fiefs ee because we can 
rtain, virtually with exactitude, the servitium debitum 
every prelate and of every head of a religious house ~ 


held by knight-service. The importance of these 

; together with the fact that they have never, so — 
; I know, been set forth till now, has’ induced me to — a 
4 them here i in full detail. — 


SERVICE DUE. SEE. _ SERVICE DUE, 

knights knights 
femterbery: Baths-.; 9s 
Winchester . ems Ot London. . 
Shancolnie to, CATR, Exeter... 
prentecstcr : “Chester”... 
| Hereford . 
Durham . 
Chichester . 


metimes Exeter. pays on. 15 (14, 33 Hen. II. ), but 475 (2, 5, 7 18 
n. II.) is the normal amount. The explanation of this odd number is 
n the Zesta de Nevill (p. 226) where (“Veredictum militum de a 
e Arundel”) we read :—“ Episcopus Exoniensis tenet de Domino — 
gi de Capellaria de Boseham vii. feoda militum et dimidium.” The 
l estate (as belonging to Osbern) had formed part of the episcopal 


Bei "Baglish: see then in existence is is scenumiied or ee 
with the solitary and significant exceptions of Carlisle and — 
i Rochester. The latter see, we know, had enfeoffed knights 
for their names (emp. Hen. I., I think, from internal evi- 
- dence) are recorded in the Zertus Roffensis (p. 223); the 
former had been created after the date when, as I shall 


Jaga the Conqueror fixed the Py “service due from. the 


at, or es that date The Bishop of Wome in accor- 
dance with the protest he had made from the beginning of 
Eee reign, obtained a reduction of his quota from sixty 
knights to fifty ; while the Archbishop of York’s servitium 


was raised from seven knights to twenty, and that os t He 


s 


pers in Domesday, but (the bishops having founded a church ‘there) we 
find it assessed and paying separately as 75 fees. 


6 | have found a case bearing upon this point and Fepored. at great : 
Soaotlh (Thorpe’s Registrum Rofense, pp, 70 et sq.). It arose from an 
attempt of the Archbishop of Canterbury, in 12 53, to distrain the Bishop. 
of Rochester for the “auxilium ad filium regis primogenitum militem — 
_ faciendum.” The bishop “ posuit se super recordum rotulorum de Scac- — 
-cario, per quos rotulos poterit et illa quam rex contra episcopum et etiam — 
ila quam archiepiscopus contra episcopum | movit questio diffiniri. Did 
cerat enim episcopus per unum fidelem amicum quem in scaccario tu 
habebat quod nunquam tempore alicujus regis pro aliquo feodo episco- 
‘patus aliquod fuit regi factum servicium ver datum scutagium. Re BA 
Unde consulebat quod audaciter poneret se episcopus super recordam 
-rotulorum de Scaccario, nichil enim tenet episcopus per baroniam de 
rege, sed per puram elemosinam, quod hon est dicendum de aliquo epis- 
copatu Anglie, nec de Archiepiscopatu, nisi dumtaxat de Karleolen. 
 Cumque cum audacia institisset episcopus, quod decideretur per rotulos. 
' de Scaccario quibus creditur in omnibus illis sicut sancto evangelio,” etc 
etc. The barons of the exchequer examined the rolls, Sieh tempore primi 
conquestus” (?) and reported :—* “nusquam invenerunt episcopum Rof- — 
fensem solvisse aut dedisse aliquod servicium regibus temporale.” But — 
- the dispute was not finally decided till 1259. The clue to the matter is 
found i in the Canterbury “Domesday Monachorum” (8th Report Hist. 
MSS. i. 316), where a list of the archbishop’ s knights, perhaps co- 
eval with Domesday (vide infra, p, 300), is headed by a BERCente Rof - 
fensis” with a servitium of ten knights to the Primate. eer 


% 
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Bishop of Chichester from two knights to four. These 
changes are known to us only from the details of the pre- 
lates’ scutages ; there is nothing to account for them in the 
relevant carfae, and we can only infer from the formula 
quos. recognoscit that the two bishops whose servztia were 
increased acquiesced in the justice of the crown’s claim. 
Proceeding to the “service” of the religious houses :— 


_.. Houss, oo SERVICE DUE, Houss. SERVICE DUE. 
So aa knights ; knights 
~-—-Peterborough . . . 60 NVTRONGE eye. e- Siien a 

“Glastonbury . . . 40 [60] BNAIVISEY! oe Ue eerie "ey ok 


“St. Edmundsbury . 40 Chertsey sce 3 on es 
muinpden =. 9.0 i). 30 St. Bene’t of Hulme . 3 
20 a en a 20 COTE EN ree sett ie tesa 


- St. Augustine’s . . 15 Pershore (34) 5.28 enebey 

“-Westminster . . . 15 (?) | Malmesbury . . . 3 
eistpck os. =. 5 (2). |) “Winehcombe: >. c2 
Wg Sie ree 10 Middleton gS * a. %6.2/. Hig 
Shaftesbury . . . . 7 [10] | Sherburne . eee 
PG ADSAIN Sy) ooo. Ms 6 Michelneyi- at. 1 OE 
Rveshani 6s es 5 ADbotsbury: seo we rE 


The changes of assessment on religious houses were few, 
and are thus accounted for. Glastonbury, which paid on 
sixty knights in the first two scutages of the reign, paid 
on forty in the third and in those which followed. Per- 
shore paid on three in the first scutage, protesting that it 
was only liable to two, and from 1168 it was only rated 
at two. Shaftesbury, which had paid on ten knights in 
the first scutage, was assessed at only seven in the third - 
scutage and those which followed. Cerne also succeeded 
in getting its assessment reduced from three knights to 
two. With these changes should be compared the letter 
of Bishop Nigel of Ely to Ramsey Abbey certifying ‘that 
it was only liable to an assessment of four knights. Two 


4 Cerne had to provide “ten” knights ad wardam at Corfe Castle, or 


’ two” ad exercitum (vide cartam). 


| Knight Service or 


cases remain which require ‘special treatment—Tavisto 
gic Westminster. ? arse 

' Although Tavistock, in the first scitages appears to as : 

: bald on the anomalous assessment of ten and a half knights ay 
2 : is payment on fifteen in the two sUrceerins ones may a 


“i - servitium in his Bata, nae an exception to. ‘che 
regular practice in the case of church fiefs—we find him 
es a not on the fees, (1) “quos recognoscit,” (2) “quos — 
non recognoscit,” but ee those which were enfeoffed “ dame 
= peer? and “de novo” just as if he were a lay tenant. AS” 
his fees “de veteri” were sixteen, this figure recurs in suc- 
cessive scutages, until in 3 John we find him contesting as 
to one knight (“unde est contentio”) who, doubtless, re- 
Beare the difference between fifteen and sixteen. 
. the entries relating to its payments of se bane ven 
& puzzling. The abbey’s fees lay chiefly in Worcestershire 
and Gloucestershire—especially Worcestershire—and it is 
under this county that we find it ultimately (ze. from 1168 
onwards) assessed at fifteen fees, an assessment which the 
abbot himself seems to have claimed, in the first scatage, as 
the right one. 

Taking then the servitiim debitum of all the church aaistee 
at their earliest ascertainable assessment, we obtain this = 


ae result :— ; ; ion ee ceabeee 


Bishops ; Ap 5 : vec ahe . 4582 . 


Heads of religious houses. ‘ é « 318 ae 
RR Capellaria de EOSbaps Fey é : : aE a 
Grand total. ; ee 784% 


_ This indeed is proved by an extract quoted by Madox (xchequer) = 

from the Roll of 22 Hen. II. (rot. toa). iy 
6 The effect of all the changes of assessment we have traced. under 
- Henry II. would only be the reduction of this total to 774: 


ee 


ar more ecumentte is the ten of the Sere x 
lebitum from the lay fiefs. The list which follows is con- 

icted from the evidence of the cartae and the rolls, and, 

ue substantially correct, is liable to emendation in — 
c It only comprises those fiefs the servdtium of which — 
have been nee to ascertain with certainty or probability, | 


. < 


- Robert « ute Regis aS ; is : 100% “ty 
Earl Ferrers . és ya Pere 80 (? 60) 6 ieee 


ae Honour of Totness % vist 
- Honour of Tickhill. — Re Shana 60 (7) 9 

Robert de Stafford. . | : » 60 
Count of Eu . eRe, 60)\(2) ae 
_ Earl Warrenne Se ean ae ; E6on(R ie 
Lacy of Pontefract . met okies 6a... 
moe de Mo wbray ‘ 607 
_Earlof Essex... 60° 
_ Walter fitz Robert (of Essex) 8 Bout 
- Honour of Richmond. 5078 
_Gervase Paynell . 3 Hines BO.53 
Reginald de St. Valery . ee ato a, 50 (?)™ 
_ Patrick, earl of Salisbury Bites tithe: 40 
Walter de Aincurt.  . ass > = 240 
- William de Montfichet we ee tee Pe yer te AOk: 
- Payn de Montdoubleau . 4075 ° 

& William de Roumare . eee eee Yo ea 


: ; Roll of 11 Hen. II. (This was, of course, the son of Henry I. by | oy 
< Edith). 
_ ®The custos of his fief paid scutage for eighty knights in 11 59, but he 
speaks “de meis Ix. militibus” in his carta. 5 
_. ©The undoubted assessment in 1162. Afterwards it is found paying a: 
on sixty and a fraction. ' 
ae SE ISX: ‘milites . . » habere solebat pater meus” at 
This figure is given in the Liber Niger, but is really derived from his 


_ recorded payments. — | 
ha Tot habuit milites feodatos + « « Scilicet Ix. de antiquo feodo 


3 te Pveicine alone. — Gi all Enolaad, many more. 
tg This figure is taken from the payments in 1161 and 1172 


73 Roll of 11 Hen. II. 
6  Lbid. ‘ti is S impossible, within the compass of a note, to > discuss the 


 lelmi de Romara.” ‘I called attention to the former entry in the Acade 


___ refer to a fief with an original servilinm of 60 knights, of which one-third 


the two of 116 5. It should be added that the Hampshire fief of William 


;: 1254 


Hubert de Rye Fats ae Shtreete ie 


_ Hubert fitz Ralf (Derbyshire) . : Eee = ; 
~ Walter de Wahulle.- 2 t i, ; . apt 


William fitz Robert (Devon) . 5 Sees 
gee Williafa-de. Traci a7 Ay oo 
Robert de Valoines bo edi th Se ee 
_ Maurice de Craon . : ; ey ie ee ae Se, 
William de Albini (of Belvoir) —. iio 36 
Bernard Balliol . Sip ML rete, 1 BOC 


_ Roger de Arundel . 0 je he, aR ego eae 
_ Walter de Mayenne : ; : eee fol (2 5 


“two consecutive and most important entries on the Roll (pp. 37-8), 
represent a payment by the Earl of Chester on 20 fees, “ pro feodo Turo 
__ vicecomitis,” and by Richard de Camville on 4o fees, “pro feodo W 


(21st April, 1888), but did not at that time explain it. Mr. R. E. G. Kir 
_ undertook to explain “its real meaning” (Genealogist, v. 141), which, ho 
ever, he completely mistook (#d., July, 1891). The two entries, I thi 
should be read together as relating to the estates of the famous Lucy, - 
_ the common ancestress of the earl and of William. If so, they may __ 


was in the hands of the Earl of Chester, and two-thirds in that of his — 
_ cousin. Independently of the light they throw on the obscure history of 

__ this divided and contested fief, they are of value for the unique reference 
_ (in this Roll) to “noviter feffati” (vide infra). The total (including 


these) for the two fiefs is 6683. There is no return for the earl’s Lindsey ~ 
fief in 1166, but William de Roumare’s return acknowledges 57 fees. 
_If to these we add the 9 fees which, it says, had formerly existed in addi- 


tion, we obtain 664. This suggests that the one fief of 1166 represents 


de Roumare is paid for as 20 fees in 1159 and 1162, and was similarly 
accounted for by Richard de Camville in both these years. Eee” 
7 Roll of 11 Hen. I. 


_ "8 He omitted to send in a carta in 1166; but, both before and after, cea 
he paid on 30 fees. - ae fete 
® He twice pays on 30 fees before 1166, in which year his fief was held 
by Gerbert de Percy. Subsequently, asthe honour of Poerstoke (Poor- . 
~ stock), it always pays on 30. : : Soe 
80 This is a very difficult case. Walter’s carta might easily be read as 
implying a servitium debitum of 20 fees, and his fief paid on 29 de veteri 
and 14 de novo, But careful scrutiny reveals that the words “hos iiijo 
milites qui has predictas terras tenent” are preceded by stx names. It 
they refer, either to the four names immediately preceding, or (which i 
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Robert de Albini (Bucks) . : - : 25 
Robert fitz Hugh 


: ; 4 : - 2 
Alfred of Lincoln : ‘ : : ; a 

Ralf Hanselin . : 2 : 2 25 
William de Braose ‘ : . ; A 26.8 
Oliver de Traci. : ‘ : ; : ant 
Gerard de Limesi . : : : : an (rye 
Walter Waleran . & . : : 20 
Richard de Hay 5 ; é 20 
Honour of Holderness . 4 e ; ; 20 
William de Windsor , . : és : 20 


Hugh de Bayeux . : : : ; : 20 
William de Vesci . ; : ‘ : ; Roi Ge) 
Daniel de Crevecceur : : : ‘ ad (P):5 
Thomas de Arcy . ; : : , : 20 (P) 2 
Hugh de Dover . 3 : j : : 15 
Walter Bret : : : : d ‘ 15 
Baderon de Monmouth , : ; : 15 

Earl Richard de Redvers. : : é m5, 88 
Adam de Brus. ; ef sai tal ‘ ; 15 
Hamo fitz Meinfelin . é : - : 15 
Osbert fitz Hugh . . : : : : Ter (r) #7 
? Hugh de Scalers ° . ; c d 55.5 

? Stephen de Scalers . : ; P : 15 
Gilbert de Pinkeni ‘ : E ; ‘ 15 
Geoffrey Ridel_ . 5 : : ‘ 15 


‘more probable) to the four knights who held his lands but rendered him 


no service, the total of his servitium debitum would, in either case, be 30. 

8t Roll of 11 Hen. II. * He paid on 25 fees in 1162. 

8° “ Feodum xx. militum de rege de veteri feffamento quod pater suus 
tenuit ” (Carta). 

*! He paid on 20 fees in 1161, but the subsequent assessment of the 
fief varies considerably, 

% He paid on 20 fees in 1162 and 116s, and returned his fees in 1166 
as 20 de vetert and } de novo. 

*%6 The scutages record him as paying always on 1 5 knights gos 
recognosciti—the formula for servitium debitum. ; 

*" His payment on 15 fees in 1161 probably represents his servitinm 
debitum. His total enfeoffments were 23. 

8 Hugh and Stephen de Scalers are the names given in the cartae, but 
Henry and William de Scalers held the fiefs at ihe time. 
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eA c “Robert Foliot D Reiki: a heitns et ee ay eee 
bre wRobere de Choqueswa Se ig! 4.0.) Sos 
Robert de Caux .© > .5°.. ; oh 
William Paynell . ” ; tana ate a 

_ Richard de Reimes CO Te a ok ad: 
- Roger de Buron . : : Sera 
“Richard fitz Wailhami<— a. : fees 
William fitz Alan . : - z is Mae Sire 


Richard-de ‘Commeilles. 4 4% 2 4 aie re 
mu Roger-de Kentswell\ -2 > : = : 10 
William Trussebut 2 é beats . Toes 
‘Nigel de Lovetot . : he ASE te : TOs 
Manasser Arsic . : : 5 cap ake Toss ; 
“Richard dé Montacute is)" ge See Loy (eee 
Wandrille dé Conrcelles 1° 4 OS a Oa 


_ Walter de Bolebec (Bucks) . se dana ee 
Robert de Hastings . See “ 


| ° Io 
Lambert de Scotenni . 5 ph he thee ig ee 
Drogo de Montacute . : ieee aE () betsy 
William’ de-Reimes: ol. sis. : sere) ae 


William de Heélion= >". 3300.5 oes 


Graeland de "Thani of Essex owed seven and a half 
knights (the half of fifteen), and Roger de Berkeley pro- — 
_bably the same. Those who owed a servitium of five — 
knights were Robert fitz Harding, Baldwin Buelot, Simon _ 
de Cancy, Nigel de Lovetot (of the honour of Tickhill), | 
- Amfry de Cancy, Hugh de Dover (of the honour of. 
__Brunne),” Walter de Bolebec (Northumberland), Robert de a 
Brus, Roger Bertram, and probably Stephen de Bulmer,” | oe 
and Herbert “de Castello.” 
_ The cases in which the servitinm can be shown not to He 


% He paid ro marcs in 1168, though his carta only records 9§ fees. & 


“ho A difficult fief to deal with, but almost certainly the half of an 
original Reimes fief owing 20 knights (vide supra). 


* Apparently 15 at first, and ro later. 


4.2, the Peverel Honour of Bourne, Cambridgeshire (held i in D 
e omes- 
_ day by Picot, the Sheriff), not Bourne, Lincolnshire, held by the Domes 


% He only pays on 5 fees in 1162, and the excess de novo in his” carta 
is accounted for, he says, by the necessities of his position, 


257 = 


Bee a toHeible ae five are conparairely few. That 
10n de Beauchamp of Bedford was 54, of William 
ssard 333, of Humphrey de Bohun : 304, of William Malet 
, of Robert de Beauchamp (of Somerset), 17, of William 
: John (of Harptree) 132, of William Blund 12, of Hugh | 
_ Wac 104, of William de Ros, William fitz John (of Weston) 
William de ‘Beauchamp (of Worcestershire) 7, of John 
Bidun and Jocelin de Lovaine 54.% But these, it will be 
n, are quite insufficient to overthrow the accumulated 
y of evidence on the other side, and some of them _ 
doubtless, capable of explanation. The Bohun fief, for 
ce, in 1162 paid on exactly 30 fees. 
ft is impossible to resist the inference, from such evideacs 
as we have, that the amount of the Servitium debttum was 
atter of custom and tradition, and could not usually be 
ermined by reference to written grants or charters: <= 4 
| this wees the returns of three Essex tenants are most es 


aoe “The Earl of Essex closes Sag the words: Ke t 
ines mei dicunt mihi ae debeo Dorino = Ix. milites.” 


eeipicbat: per xl. milites.” ah these expressions we 
a oe tas those of William fitz Alan’s tenants, who 


ae a aa testantur”; that his Shropshire 
“fief “non debet eo nisi x. milites in exercitu. . . sicut— 
-antiqui testantur”; and that, as to his Wiltshire fief, “n 
umus certi quod servitium debeat ies de hoc ‘tenemento.” 


258 ‘s i | s | Knight Service 


 debitum in othe cases as the see of. Worcester and ‘Rat 


Abbey." : 
The same principle applies to the relation _ between : 
“tenant: in-chief and his under- tenant. Thus the MOT 


entry in the cartae runs as follows :— zr ans 


Willelmus de Wokindone iiij. milites et dimidium ; et pra ere 
hoc, ex testimonio curiae meae, dimidium exigo, | ques pe se 1 


poepete defendit. 


“hoe, ex testimonio curiae meae, sania ie 
Here, we see, appeal is made not to record Siders hut’ 
oral testimony. So, too, the a of pees adds ee 


clause to his return : gain 
7 


Et praeter hos omnes, sicut a multis audivi, comes Gloucestriz, 
Sag comes Hugo, et comes de Clare debent tenere de Exoniensi he 
=. :~-copo; sed nullum ei servitium faciunt vel reyenceeeyy 


_ Surely in all.such cases as these the obvious inferen 
that the tenant had been enfeoffed szne carta, or in the v 
pelts of the Provisions of the Barons (1259) g feofatus | 


BY). ee 


: And now for my theory. No one can have even panes 
Etat the lists I have compiled oe being instantly ges 


9 Compare with these allusions to a traditional servitium debitum 
significant words of Wace (Roman de Rou):— he ee 


“ Ne ke jamezd’ore en avant, Peso 2 2 
Co lor a miz en covenant, > . , a 
N’ierent de servise requis, “ ngs ea 
Forz tel ke solt estre al paiz, . 
E tel come lor ancessor 
Soleient fere a lor Seignor,”— Say 
which are the Pe to the fears of the barons (Worm. Cong, 4 iit. 
298 ¢- 6. Sey 
“Ti servise ki est doblez ; 
Creiment k’il seit en feu tornez, 
Et en costume seit tenu 
Et par costume seit rendu (lines 11272 et seg. es 


salen 


ie 


<< - 
zn 
® 


Five K nights the U; nit 


the fact that the “service” is reckoned in round fumees 
rs, and is almost invariably a multiple of 5, Ff not of 10.8% 
s discovery, of course, is absolutely destructive of the — 
w that it always represented the number of five-hide 
‘ £20) units contained in the fief F urther, the number 
differing fiefs assessed at precisely the same figure proves 
that the assessment was wholly arbitrary and cannot have 
Deen even the round sum which approximated most nearly 
the number of such units.’ What then was the true de- 
terminant, in the light of these conclusions? I reply—che 
un Of the feudal host. bat oA, ie? an 
- “On the continent,” writes Gneist, “fifty mites, or at oie 
least twenty-five, were reckoned to one banneret; in 
gland, in proportion to the smaller scale of enfeoffments, 
‘smaller number appears to have formed the unit of the _ 
nstabularia.”*® He is right: the English constabularia, 
where I find it referred to, consists of zen knights. It is. 
esting to trace this unit and its multiples recurring in — 

“narratives of Irish warfare, under Henry IT, and in | 
. er struggles.° We meet with it also in the grant by 
_ the Empress to Geoffrey de Mandeville, in 1141, of “feodum 

serviciuin xx. militum,” and in Stephen’s grant to him 
Lie 


“1x milites feudatos,” ; ; 
_ The next step is to show that the Normans were familiar 


i 


Tt can be shown that the “ service” in Normandy was based on pre- 
ly the same five-knight unit. 


- %“The estates of the twenty greatest feodaries in Domesday Book 

contain, according to the ordinary computation, 793, 439, 442, 298, 280, 
222, 171, 164, 132, 130, 123, 119, 118, 107, 81, 47, 46, and 33 knights’ 

fees.”—GNEIST (C. #., i. 334). : 

- © Const. Hist., i. 289, 


9 For instance, the Abbot of St. Edmund’s “ quinquaginta milites” 
spoken of as “milites de quatuor constabiliis” with “decem miles 
quinta constabilia” (Memorials of St. Edmunds, Ed. Arnold, i. 


ol See my Geoffrey de Mandeville, p. 103. 


260 ae = Knight Service : 


aN te . 4 ‘a a is 
aes, 


Ci 


with servitium debitum in terms of the. ten- knight ‘unit oe 
when they landed in England. For this we have only 5.0 
refer to Wace, For in the “ Roman de Rou,” as quoted by ye 
Mr. Freeman himself, we find William fitz Osbern assuring 


the duke as to his barons :— ? 3 eae 


- _ Vostre servise dobleront : 

Ki solt mener vint chevaliers prea 

a... -Quarante en merra volontiers, 
ae Sai Eki de trente servir deit 
zs De sesante servir vos velt, 

E cil ki solt servir de cent eee 

Dous cent en merra bonement.1™ Laid eS: 

‘The servitium debitum, therefore, was a standing | institu- 

tion in Normandy, and “to the mass of his (William’s) | 

followers,” as Mr. Freeman frankly admits, a “ feudal — 

- ‘tenure, a military tenure, must have seemed the natural 

and universal way of holding land.” When we find them ; 

and their descendants holding their fiefs in England, as they 

had been held in Normandy, by the service of a roun 

number of knights, what is the simple and obvious in- 

ference but that, just as Henry I. granted out the pro- 

vinces of Ireland to be held as fiefs by the familiar service 

_of-a round number of knights,“ so Duke William granted 

out the fiefs he formed in England? . 

- If to escape from this conclusion the suggestion be made. 

e that these servitia debita were compositions effected 

"English antecessores, it need only be answered that the fie 


ns 


104 Lines 11253 ¢ seg. The figures, however, are far eis F 
savour of poetic license. OPy 
108:'7V, C,, V« 3608. = 

14 Meath with a servitium debitum of 100, Limerick of 60, Cork 


two servitia of 30 each, 


{ 


Wy ‘Own Se Theory 
indeed might ye red from their close correspondence 5 
with those of the lay barons. - 
But if the lands of the conquered: realm were so granted 
9 to be held by a servitium debitum of knights, the key of the 
ae is won, and the defenders of the existing view must _ 
retire along the whole line; for, as Mr. Freeman Etessetiag 
Ee _ observed, se ek it be. once “established tls land is ged as ae 


ae Beencally. fe 108 
I am anxious to make absolutely clear the point that — 
_ between the accepted view and the view which I advance, 
_ no compromise is possible. The two are radically opposed. 
_ As against the theory that the military obligation of the’ 
Bie Novinan tenant-in-chief was determined by the — . 
assessment of his holding, whether in hidage or in value, ie : 
maintain that the extent of that obligation was not deter- . 
~ mined by his holding, but was fixed in relation to, “and ex-— 
tea pressed in terms of, the constabularia of ten knights, the 
iG unit of the feudal host. And I, consequently, hold that his 


that of the Anglo- Aators: but was arbitrarily fixed by the 

_ king, from whom he received his fief, irrespectively both of — 
its size and of all pre-existent arrangements. Such pro- 
positions, of course, utterly and directly traverse the view 

i which these passages best summarise :— 


tha 


‘The belief that William I. divided the English landed property 


a into military fees - is erroneous. . . According to the extent — 
and the nature of the productive property it could be computed — 
how many shields were to be furnished by each estate, according to 
Bea the gradually fixed proportion of a £20 ground-rent.’%° 


There is no ground for thinking that William directly or systema- 
tically introduced any new kind of tenure into the holding of English 
lands. There is nothing to suggest any such belief, either in the — 
‘chronicles of his reign, in the Survey, which is his greatest monu- 

s ment, in the genuine or even in the oe remains of his legisla- 


; “106 Geist, C.Hf,, i. 129, 156. 


itself introduced by the same gradual process ahs we "have 
assumed in the case of the feudal usages in general. We have HO-Sas 
light on the point from any original grant made by the Conqueror 


« 


paves the way to a reconsideration of other kindred prob- 


& of the rolls themselves. . 


: fon: teats As I have had to point out over and over again, Re 
grantee of William, whether the old owner or a new one, held his — 
 Jand as it had been held in the days of King Edward.’ Ley 


distinct pledge to provide a certain contingent of knights for the ~ 
ays service. a’ 


There can be no doubt that the military tenure . . . was. — 


to a lay follower; but . . . we cannot suppose it probable that | ce 
such gifts were made on any expressed condition, or accepted witha 


If my own conclusions be accepted, they will not only ‘ 2 
prove destructive of this view, but will restore, in its sim-— 
plicity, a theory which removes all difficulties, and which 


lems, and to the study of that aspect of Anglo-Norman — 
institutions in which they represent the feudal spirit de- 
peloped < on feudal lines. ; 


inl 4 vy nied Kays pleacn mi tn kitaney S. 


ead 


“IL SCUTAGE, Ai, AND “ DONUM. ay 


Precious for our purpose as are the caréae of i166: 
their evidence, as it stands, is incomplete. It needs 5 
to be supplemented by the early Pipe-Rolls of Henry IT’s_ 
reign. By collating these two authorities we obtain in- 
formation which, singly, neither the one nor the other — 
could afford. All those entries on the rolls which relate _ 
to scutagia, auxilia or dona require to be extracted and 
classified before we can form our conclusions. Hitherto — 
historians have remained content with repeating Swere- Ay 
ford’s obtter dicta, as extracted from the Liber Rubeus ee 
Madox, without checking these statements by 2S evidence - 


rs < 


The question of Swereford’s authority is one which itu 


107 Freeman, JV. C., v. 372, 371. 
18 Stubbs, C. H., i. 261. 


‘ - The Authority of Sweref on a 


e been freely accepted by successive historical oritcre 

‘have formed, indeed, the basis on which their con-. 
sions rest. Now the presumption is naturally in favour 
pucriords ress. of his ee a: His introduction 


fas officials of the a eee and enjoyed full ie! 
e of its practice and its traditions. I cannot wonder 
this pee so, his Age assertions should have been 


was Reccatiated mith ae in be erinp the Red Book a eek 
press, should, with a kindly bias in favour of so vener- 

le an authority, have shrunk from my drastic criticism — 

his famous introduction to that volume. Ms 


at he iced fice the rolls alone. “s These rolls are, for 
purposes, as accessible to us as they were to him, while 
possess the advantage of having, in contemporary 
nicles, sources of information which he did not use, 
with which, indeed, he shows no sign of being even 
We must go, therefore, behind Swereford and 


A - Passing, for the present, over minor ,points, I would fix 
‘on the “Great Scutage,” or “Scutage of Toulouse,” as the — 
test by which Byertonds knowledge and accuracy must 
stand or fall. If he is in error on this matter, his error is — 


ee doubt: on all his setae assertions. The date of — 
ag sae pees Toulouse was ee II 159 (the oo 


gland ire beyond sea. The roll of the ae 


10 Mr. Hall informs me that is the name of the official referred to. 
pot “ Prout rumor ex rotulis ad me devenit.” 


Aes so recorded must have been made for the. ea 
of this campaign. But we can go further still; an 
actually prove from internal evidence that sums ae 
for on the roll Ps of sg were levied expressly for t 
Toulouse campaign. * Yet we are confidently informed 
by Swereford that this levy was for a Welsh war, and ‘thal 
the scutage of Toulouse is represented by the levies whi 
figure on the rolls of 1161 and 1162. He appears to have 
evolved out of his inner consciousness the rule that a 
scutage, though fixed and even paid in any given year, - se 
‘was never accounted for on the rolls till the year after.” 
But as even this rule will not apply to his calculation here, ~ 
one can only suggest that he was absolutely ignorant of — 


and not, as there is evidence to HESS for. ca. ‘campaig 
against the king’s brother. Swereford, again, may b 
pardoned for his ignorance of the fact that scutage existed 
under Henry I.,"4 but when he unhesitatingly assigns the 
_ Domesday Survey to the fourteenth year of the Conqueror | 
- (1079- 1080), he shows us that the precision of his state. 
ments is no proof of their puede oa On both these point 
he has misled subsequent writers. ™ 
The incredible ignorance and credulity even of officials 


Ul See p. 279 infra. 
12 “Et nota quod quandocumque assidentur scutagia, ie code = 
anno solvantur, annotantur tamen in annali anni sequentis ys (Rea Book, 
ed. Hall, p. 8). me e 
18 Tt is just possible that the source of his error is to be found in a ie 
solitary entry on the roll of 1163: “Advocatus de Betuna reddit com: 
potum de vi. li. xiii. s. iii, d. de auxilio exercitus ae Tolusa” (p. 
which refers to the levy of 1161. 
eae 


a Temporibus enim regis Henrici primi . . . nec - inspexi vel 2 
audivi fuisse scutagia assisa” (p. 5). ; hs Pt 


Ms Vide supra, p. 140 note. — 


vy F VY Bayern. 


The Aid of 1165 = = Ge 


at the time are illustrated by the fact that the Conqueror 
was generally believed to have created 32,000 knights’ fees 


ia England, and that Swereford plumed himself on his 


independence in doubting so general a belief."* His less 
sceptical contemporary, Segrave, continued to believe it, 
and even Madox hesitates to reject it. 

The persistent assertion that the Cartae Baronum were 
connected with, and preliminary to, the auxz/ium ad filiam 
Maritandam of 1168 is undoubtedly to be traced to Swere- 
ford’s ifse dixit to that effect. He distinctly asserts that 
the aid was fixed (assisum) in the thirteenth year (1167), 
that the returns (carfae) were made in the same year 
(1167), and that the aid was paid and accounted for in the 
fourteenth year (1168)."" Modern research, however, has 
shown that the returns were made quite early in 1166, 
while the youthful Matilda, we know, was not married till 
October, 1168. This throws an instructive light on Swere- 


ford’s modus operandi. Finding from the rolls that the 


payments made in 1168 were based on the returns in the 
cartae, and not being acquainted with the date of the latter, 
he jumped to the conclusion that they must have been 
made in 1167, it being his (quite uusupported) thesis that 
all levies were fixed in the year preceding that in which 
they were accounted for on the rolls. 

Proceeding further, we find him explaining (p. 9) that 
he omits the aid of 1165, “quoniam probata summa auxilii 
propter hoc non probatur numerus militum.” And yet this 
aid, the last to be taken before the returns of 1166, is of 
special value and importance for the very purpose he 
speaks of. It is, indeed, an essential element in the 
evidence on which I build; and this compels me to discuss 
the point in some detail. 

Those who contributed towards this aid either (1) gave 
arbitrary sums for the payment of servientes—whose num- 


1s []]Jud commune verbum in ore singulorum tunc temporis divul- 


gatum.” 
7 See Red Book of the Exchequer, pp. 5, 8 


Knight Service 


‘ber was almost invariably some multiple of five—or (2) — 


paid a marc on every fee of their servitium debitum. We 
are only here concerned with those who adopted the latt < 
course. Now let us take the case of those who adopted 1 


mer? erative in the counties 2 Notts and pe and Seas 


ae to us Fie other sources, oe - cae ae 


2 Sa = ¢ 
PAYMENTS (1165). SERVICE (116@ 
Hubert fitz Ralf 30 marcae oo SoA ae ake Oden bat ere 
Ralf Halselin 25 Pe A iain EG Mata 
Rovert.de x Calz tac 3 x 4 - pay <9 
: Roger de Burun 10 rt. 5 iho TO 43s 


In this case there is no doubt as to the servitium elias es : 
s for it is ascertained from the cartae themselves. — Having < 
then proved, by this test, the exact correspondence of the 

- payments, I turn to the case of Devonshire. — Fe 


PAYMENTS (1165). . SERVICE (1166). 
‘Robert “ filius Regis” 100 marcae . . >. unknown — 
William de Traci 30 (aes Ae 
‘William de Braose 25 .5 separ 2 a5; ; 
Oliver de Traci 25 — Rex : F i a ees 
Abbot of Tavistock 15 en ate : . 15 knights "8 


+ William fitz Reginald 1 


9 ° ° : . I ' 
Ralf de Valtort1 * s ‘ fer 09 : 
Robert fitz Geoffrey 1 re a sete: . 


_ . Here we are supplied by this roll with four ininorenne te 
servitia which would otherwise be absolutely unknown to aR 
us. And they happen to be of special interest. For while oa 
the carta of William de Braose returns twenty- eight fees, 3 
and that of Oliver de Traci twenty- three and -a half — i 
_ (though he pays on thirty and a half),"° their payments in — 
1165, by revealing their servitium debituin, show us that 
their fiefs represent the two halves of the Honour of Barn- 
‘staple (which, therefore, was assessed at 50° oe then af 


- 8 See list of chink fiefs. 
"9 His caréa is ‘corrupt. 


Errors of Swereford 


respective hands. Again, William de Traci returns 


Hes 

to sient peda very ae halen’ upon the foils ex- 

laining themselves, and to have worked in the spirit of a 
ying clerk rather than of an intelligent student. | 

Z One more ecu of his _errors will suffice. In his 


“Abbas Gloucestriz de promissione, sed non numeratur quid; — 
in peoray eagle as :—Abbas Gloucestrie debet 


ee on ithe roll (“ me marcas aan promissione de Wage 
ilio ‘is and it is not paid in respect of fees, but is a 


” but “de veteri exercitu” (3) the-# 
ent “there Ped _tepresents a contribution of 50 
am Gs Saersiord See have known) did er hold by ¢ 
tary service, and ought not, therefore, to figure in his 
s at all. = 
‘Let us turn, eeretore, to the rolls themselves. Now, % 
although the preHAeS of the exchequer was not so pice se 


eee and aasaity: these fies ‘Thus, we he of 
course a cs “aid” in the es for the marriage of the 


; oats etal Sane Be 1156, in the payaents 
ade Ae the church tenants in lieu of Les service. 
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“eae at 


~ On the institution of “scutage” there has. been | m 
misconception. It is placed by our historians among. 
great innovations wrought by Henry IL, who is supp¢ 
by them to have introduced it in 1156. Here we 
-. once again, the danger of seeking our information 
such points secondhand, instead of going straipne, to 
fountainhead for ourselves. aS hy 
John of Salisbury implies that scutage was no novelty 
in 1156 when he writes, not that the king imposed it, but 


reign of Henry L % 
The following cas. is found in the (Ms. Liber Eltens 
(Lib. III.), No. xx1., and in the Cottonian MS. Nero A. 15 


H. rex Anglorum Archiepiscopis, Episcopis, Abbatibus. Co! C 
bus, etc. Salutem. Sciatis me condonasse Ecclesie S. Aitheldredze — 
de Ely pro Dei amore et anima Patris et Matris meae et pro 
redemptione peccatorum meorum, et petitione Hervei ejusdem 
 Ecclesie Episcopi 40 libras de illis 100 libris quas predicta Ecclesia 


~ solebat dare de EY aeenee Beek teats currebat = per t ter 


A Sie nisi 60 ‘hae quando Scutagzum per terram Senuiee et 
inperpetuum sit de predictis libris Ecclesia. predicta quieta. 
ate Benen satesPercnel Gauttido paar meo et Roberto 


t 


-Pondelarche. apne Eilinges in transitu meo. 


_ 181 “ A new impost specially levied (1156) upon some of the ecclesias' 
estates under the name of scutage” (Norgate’s Angevin Kings, i. 43 

' “The famous scutage, the acceptance of a money composition iv ak ita 
service, alike for the old English service of the fyrd” [this, of cours 
a misconception], ‘ ‘and for the newer military tenures, dates from 
(1159) time ” (Freeman’s Vorman Conquest, v. bo4), “The term scx 
now (1156) first employed. . . . As early as his second year (1 
we find him collecting a scutage, a new form of taxation ” (ors ) 
Const. Hist., i. 454, 458, 581, 590). 


122 The phrase “ debet sculagiim ee currit” is er course, 2 ano 
one. 


tiguity of Scutage 


; is followed by (No. xxii.) a grant of Charteris Abbey a 
church of Ely;™ and this again is followed, in a 


_ charters receive singular confirmation, being thus 
ounted for in the Pipe-Roll of Henry L:— a 
"hee Ae IO yaa cpa har 
idem Episcopus debet cexl. li. ut rex clamet eum quietum de 
plus militum Episcopatus, et ut Abbatia de Cateriz sit quieta — 
arpenna (p. 44). ‘ was 


entry, moreover, connects the scutagium with the 
m of knight-service (superplus militum). ae it's 
It is delicious to learn, on comparing the records, that _ é 
‘the virtuous king who made these grants for the weal of — 
parents’ souls and the remission of his own sins, ex- 
ted from the church, for making them, an equivalent in s 
id cash 2 ‘ ‘i aaa 
Again, the (MS.) Cartulary of St. Evroul contains a con- 
mation by Randulf, Earl of Chester (1121-9) of his 
_ predecessor (d. 1120) Earl Richard’s benefaction, “liberam 
et quietam ab escuagio,” etc. etc. The list of the Abbot of 
Pe yorough’s knights (see p. 157) is a further illustration — 
of knight-service temp. Henry I, while the entry as to 
an, who was enfeoffed by Abbot Turold: “ servit). pro. ae 


_-«'18 ““ Teste Gaufrido Cancellario et Willelmo de Albineio Pincerna et 
- Gaufrido de Clintona et Pagano fil Johannis. Apud Sanctum Petrumn 


rs 


44 Cott. MS. Julius A. i. 6, fo. 74a. 


1% These charters have an independent value for the light they throw, _ 
in conjunction with the roll, on the movements of the king. The roll 
itself alludes to the occasion on which the king crossed from Eling— 
“ex q[uo] rex mare transivit de Eilling[es]”—and as it is assigned to 
chaelmas, 1130, the entry cannot refer to his departure at that very 
e, especially as these charters are not paid for among the xova 
sedings of the year. They must therefore have been granted at his 
ious departure (Aug., 1127), when he must have crossed from Eling 
1 have gone to S. Pierre sur Dive (and Argentan) in Normandy. 
Pleas were heard before him at Eling on this occasion (Rot. Pip., pp. 17, 
ae 38) and are referred to in a charter of Stephen to Shaftesbury Abbey. 


K night Service 


‘milite , cum auxilio” (Chron. Petrob., p. 173), must 
the somewhat obscure “auxilium militum” of the period. 
So also, it would seem, must the curious charter of Eustace, 
Count of Boulogne,™ in which he speaks of his knigh : 
serving: “sive i nummis, sive in exercitu, sive in guarda,’ 
under Henry I. Most important of all, however, is a passag: 
on which I have lighted since this essay first appeared. I 
_ reading through the letters of Herbert (Losinga), Bishop 

Norwich (d. 1119), I found this appeal to the Bishop a 
_ Salisbury, in the King s absence from England :— 


+ ae 


In terris meis exiguntur quinquaginta libree pro placitis, cum — 
earundem terrarum mei homines nec in responsionem nec in facto 
peccayerint."7 Item pyvo militibus sexaginta libre quos [? quas] 
tanto difficilius cogor reddere, quanto annis preeteritis mea substantia ee 
_ gravius attenuata est (Ed. Giles, p. 51). | 


The sum is that to which the Ely contribution is reduced 
by the above charter, and the death of the writer in 1119 ' 
_ proves the early date of the payment. : 

Indeed, a little consideration will show that payment in 
lieu of military service, which was the essential principle _ 
of scutage, could be no new thing. The two forms a 
this payment might assume—payment to a_ substitute, or 
payment to the crown—both appear in Domesday as 
applicable to the fyrd; the former is found in the | . 
“Customs” of Berkshire, the latter in other passages. “4 
From the very commencement of knight-service, the — 
principle must have prevailed; for the “baron” who had — 
not enfeoffed knights enough to discharge his servitinm 
debitum, must always have hired substitutes to the amount _ a 
of the balance. Nor is this a matter of supposition: we ~_ 
know as a fact, from the Abingdon Chronicle and the Ely 
History, that under William I. knights were so hired? «7 
Here it should be noted, as a suggestive fact, that the 


2 Printed in Athenwum, 2nd Dec, 1893. eee? Ss 
1% Cf. Geoffrey de Mandeville, Pp. 105. aie 
_ 8 “Abbas locum sibi commissum munita manu militum | secure 
protegebat ; et primo quidem stipendiariis in hoc epee Y Canes 


129 


athe “ame 6d, for each raey. of the military service. It 
may fairly be assumed that this normal “scutage” would. 
be based on the estimated cost of substitutes paid direct. 
Thus the only change involved would be that the tenant 
would make his payments not to substitutes, but to the 
crown instead. 


nno xxx. li. et vi. s. et viii. a. Et in liberatione viii. Arbalist’ viii, pee: ao 
et xvi. sol. Et in pene v. vigilum et i. Portarii vi. li. et xvi. d. > 


_ This represents 8d. a day to each of the seven knights for vie 
a year of 364 days, which, be it observed, corresponds pre- ae 
ely with the statements in the Dialogus: —“Duo milites 
juli clavium quisque in die viii. [den.] ratéone militiac ; 
erunt enim quod equis necessariis et armis instructi fore y.. 
keaneur, CLE cali 3) And So, We see, a scutage of two 


Sa day for the forty days of feudal service, or exactly 
Bena paicle pay. Again the pay of the serviens, recorded in 


- Abingdon, ii. Bee “Unde abbas tristis recedens conduxit milites,” etc. 
(Historia Eliensis, p. 27 5). So too Bishop Wulfstan i is foand “ pompam 
millitum secum ducens qui stipendiis annuis,” etc. (W. Malmesb.) ; 

129 It is singular that in his admirable work 7he English Village Com- 
munity, pp. 38-9, Mr. Seebohm connects “ the normal acreage of the 
hide of 120a., and of the virgate of 30 a., with the scutage of 4os. per 
_knight’s fee,” and argues that “in choosing the acreage of the standard 
; ide and virgate, a number of acres was probably assumed correspond- 
1g with the monetary system, so that the number of pence in the 
utum Should correspond with the number of acres assessed to its 

ment.” It need hardly be observed that the institution of scutage 
as, on the epoErarys jong posterior to that ofa hide of 120 acres, 


Pik: 


aS night Service 


ans passage, Rtgs out at a penny a day for a year of 364 
days, which has an important bearing, we shall find, on 
the roll of three years later (11 Henry II.) A similar 
as calculation shows that the porter received 2d. a day, and 
the vigil 1d—the very pay assigned him in the Dialogus — 


“33 

(i. 3). There is another similar passage in the roll of 14 ie 

~-Hen. IL. (p. 124) :— ee oe 

. . temlear é 
Et in liberatione i i. militis et ii. Portariorum, et li. vietnae de Blanc- E 

‘most’ xviii. li. et v. sol. Et in liberatione xl. servientum de Blanc- 

~ must’ de XX1X, septimanis xxxili. li, et xvi. s. et villi. d. Et xx, ser- vibe 

vientibus qui remanserunt xxiii. septimanas xiii. li. et vill. s. et iiii d. zi 


Here again the knight’s pay works out at 8d. a Jaye 4 : 
while the porters, the watchmen, and the servientes re- 
ceived 1d. Specially valuable, however, are the entries (to et 
which no one, I think, has drawn attention) relating to the — 
small sieges guards kept up in the summer months at 
“Walton” and Dover.“ Eventually the payments to 
~ these guards were made from the central treasury (“exitus 3 
de thesauro”), and are therefore appended, on the rolls, to 
: the list of combustiones where no one. would think of slo Ee 
ing for them. 
On the roll of 10 Hen. II. we find :—* Efberatio iii, 
militum et ii. servientum de Waletone a festo Ap. Phil’ et 
S\ , Jac’. usque ad -festum S. Luce’ xxiii, li et xx. da” This F 
works out at exactly 8d. a day for the mz/es, and 1d. for 
the serviens. On the roll of the next year the five knights 
at Dover are paid 425 for 150 days’ service, or exactly 8a. 
a day each. So too on the roll of the thirteenth year we 
read :—*Liberatio iiii. militum de Waletone xxiii. li. et ix va 
s, et iiii, d. de clxxvi. diebus. . . . Et ii. servientibus ; 
de clxxvi. diebus xxix. sol. et iii. d.” Here again the mzles 
gets 8d., the serviens Id. a day. It is needless to multiply 


180 Walton was at the mouth of the Orwell a the Stour, and was “thus. 
an exposed port towards Flanders as Dover was towards France. It is 
noteworthy that when the Earl of Leicester did invade England Sie 
Flanders a few years later, it was at “ Walton” that he landed. 


a 


x The Levy of 1136 
s, but te may be added that eine calculcations 
Ne sailors, of Richard's crusading fleet to have re- 
is, rerhtee era to baske a contilete change’ of 
olicy in this matter by the crown. The Conqueror, we — 
gather from divers hints, was anxious to push for-. 
the process of subinfeudation, that as many knights — 
10: asible hese ‘he Bae available for service. As Hist 


as oye may term it, which the feria ; 
: Penis him to quarter on the conquered land.™ 


er changed: it was no longer a question of Norman - 
sus Englishman, but of danger to the crown from war _ 
road and feudal revolt at home. Thenceforth its policy — 
would be no longer to encourage personal service, but — 
er payment in lieu thereof, which would provide the 

an io ee mercenaries, a more trustworthy and bsefal 


: bin, as we Rae in Be Seether reign. This levy — 
at the rate of ove pound on the fee, and was made on — 
> old assessment (servitium debitum). 
L Bove: eue shown that the levy in question was 
: Dr. Stubbs writes: “The 


ae ae the joule fees holding of ecclesiastical 
periors, a measure which met with much Sppscition: 


Compare os Pict.: “ os in castellis strenuos viros collo- 


dine Seditim et equitum, ipsis opulenta beneficia distribuit,” etc. 


Should not this rather be “ from Reieaanccal tenants-in-chief hold- 
: T 


K sy, re 
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from Archbishop Theobald at the “ia. and ine 
oh _ of William of Newburgh, he suggests that “ possibly 
as William’s estimation the consent of St. Thomas took fr 
the scutage on church fees its sacri esious. characte 
- But if the institution was fully recognised under Henry | 
how was it “sacrilegious?” Theobald’s “ opposition ” 
1156 can only be inferred from the king’s reply explai 
the necessity for the levy,’ and was clearly directed, | 
against the principle, but by way of appeal against the — 
necessity in that instance. Miss Norgate holds that “no — 
resentment seems to have been provoked by the measur 
_ although she seés in it “the origin of the great instituti 
of scutage.” “* Then there is the question of the object 
which the levy was made. Swereford says “pro exerci 
Walliz,’” and this misled, through Madox, Dr. Stub 
(who wrote “the scutage of 1156 was also for the war 
Wales,” “) and Gneist."® The former writer, however, | 
elsewhere pointed | out that “its object was to ena 
Henry to make war on his brother” ; and Miss Nor. 
gives the same explanation. ‘Swereford’s error, at belie 


ing by military service”? For it was neither collected from knights fee 
nor with reference to their existing number. 
183 Preface to Gesta Henrici Regis, Il. xciv. So too @ onst. Hist. i A542 
“The practice was, as we learn from John of Salisbury, opposed by 
Archbishop Theobald”; and (i. 577) “Archbishop Theobald had de- 
nounced the scutage of 1156”; and (arly Plant. p. 54) “he made th 
___ bishops, neo ieseuniing strong objections from Archbishop Theo 
- pay scutage.” x 
™ Preface to Gesta Henrici Regis, I. xeviii. 


© “ Honori et utilitati ecclesiae tota mentis intentione studiosius i 
vigilabit. Verum interim,” etc. John of Salisbury, Ep. -cxxviii. 
that “ecclesiae ” is the church at large, not the see of ask tS 

88 Angevin Kings, i. 443. 

187 Red Book, p. 6. i... 

8 Preface to Gesta Henrici Regis, 11, xev. : 

1899 Const. Hisi., i. 45d. : # 

Mo -Thidiie TOA —. 

“1 Angevin Kings, i. 458. Both writers oare ie passage from pee 
ca Salisbury (Ep. : xxviii.) on which this explanation is based,- n¢- 


4 


~ 
« 


3ra year (1157) Sane the payment by the Abbot one 
bbotsbury of two marcs “de exercitu Walie.”™ But this’ 


ust refer to the Welsh campaign of that year, not to the fae 
ef foreign trouble of the year before. 


The next levy was “the scutage of Toulouse” in rr 59. 


This, the great scutage” of Miss Norgate, “ is, strange 


as it may seem, on the Pipe-Roll itself almost uniformly 


styled not a scutage, but a doxuwm. The explanation given 
_Swereford is cise eee and is pee “Intitula- a 


* Miss Norgate, adopting this explanation, writes :-— 


The reason doubtless is that they were ope, as the historianee oi 


_ tell us, and as the roll itself shows, not only upon those estates from 


which services of the shield were explicitly due, but also upon all 
~ lands held in chief of the crown, and all church lands without dis- “i 
e eee of tenure, the basis of assessment in all cases being ee 


( Whatever the tae might think of this airangeoeel 
# , ee enation of the clergy was bitter and poe The wrong 


Bay and a Falls wrung from the Bach lands even more 


2 i than from the lay fiefs. 


zai am pblicet to quote the passage im extenso, because, in 


oi His servitium debitum was one knight, 


148 The force for the Welsh campaign was raised, as we learn pa 4 


: Robert de Monte (aéias de Torigm), “by demanding that every three 


Senights: should, instead of serving in person, equip one of their number,” 
-as Dr. Stubbs rightly puts it (Const. Hist., i. 589), and not, as he else- 
_where writes (preface to Gesta Henrici Regis, 11. xciv.), by requiring every 


_ two to add to themselves a third, “by which means, if we are to under- 


stand it literally, go, 000 knights would appear from 60,000 knights’ fees.” 
real number would probably be under 2,000. a 
Bp his: impost, which afterwards came to be known in English his- 


tory as the ‘Great Scutage’” (Angevin Kings, i. 459). 


ee Liber Rubeus, p. 6. M6 Anoevin Kings, i. 461. 


- error, error the more strange because Miss Norgate en 


assessment the unit alleged by the writer; and as to t 


The whole passage is conceived ir 


also the point at issue. 


joyed over her predecessors the advantage of writing w 
the printed roll before her. The lay estates were not, 
implied (“all lands held in chief of the crown”), in ai 
way exceptionally assessed: in no case was the basis” 2 


“church lands,” a reference to the roll will show that a 


over England ee were only eight cases in which those. 


not owing “services of the shield” contributed (and tha 
_ in no way as an assessment on imaginary knights’ fees) 
this levy, while in six out of the eight their contribution 
were so insignificant that their collective amount bare 
exceeded £50.17 
The true explanation is probably to be found in he fa 
that only a portion of the tax was raised by way of scutage. 
As this great levy has been wrongly supposed to have con- _ 
sisted of a scutage alone,’ and as it played an important 
part in the development of direct taxation, I propose to. 
set forth, for the first time, the various methods by which 
the money was raised. These were eight i in number :— : 
I], (FIXED.) A donum of two marcs on the fee from | 
the under-tenants of the church, raised. by Sjefs on the old — 
assessment (servitium debitum). — ase 
II. (FIxepD?) A donum of (it is said) two marcs on the a 
fee from the under-tenants of the lay Herons, raised Ba rR: 
by counties and partly by fiefs. sates 
III. (ARBITRARY,) A donum from the church tenants- | 
in-chief themselves, irrespective of their Teena aa 


IV. (ARBITRARY.) A donum from some of the non- _ 


4’ The abbots of Shrewsbury, Thorney, and Croyland; the stele 
of Barking, Winchester, and Romsey. The total of their dona amount 
to £51 135. 4d. 


cae Not, however, by Dr. Stubbs (Preface to Gesta Henrici Rize. 
XCIV.-XCVI.). . Latte 


~ Pe Sag ah 7 Mae ea? oy) ai 
How the Money was Raised — 


dal religious houses (tenants zz elemostna, and not by 
uilitary service), genes 
_ V. (ARBITRARY.) | A donum from the towns. 
: VI. (ARBITRARY.) A donum from the sheriffs. 
VII. (Arsirrary.) A donum from the Jewries. 
VIII. (ARBITRARY.) A donum from the moneyers. 
Of these, the first was strictly regular, being merely a 
repetition of the scutage of 1156, at the rate of two mares 
ad of twenty shillings. The second presents some 
culty. Subject to correction, ‘there are some fifteen — 
es in which the payment is made separately by fiefs, — as 
‘in which the rate is clearly two marcs, while there are 
nty-two in which the mlites of the county pay asa 
up through the sheriff, and in which, therefore, we can- ; 
sett: actually test the rate of the levy or the manner of 
ing it. Swereford’s ipse dixit as to the rate in these ie 
ter cases was probably based on analogy, here our only 
e. q ; " z oa 
ith the third and fourth divisions we return to sure — 
und. To them I invite particular attention, because it — 
them (and especially to the third) that apply the: com= WS 
nts of the church chroniclers, and not (as has always, 
_ put erroneously, been supposed) to the perfectly legitimate sid 
of two marcs on the fee. It is necessary to emphasise 
fact that the matter has been wholly misunderstood. 
The bitter complaint of John of Salisbury that Henry, on _ 
this occasion, “omnibus (contra antiquum morem et debitam 
bertatem) indixit ecclesiis ut pro arbitrio ejus satraparum ~ g 
~ suorum conferrunt in censum,” would have been without oe 
meaning had it referred (as alleged) to the latter levy (or 
even to the insignificant sums contributed ut supra by eight — 
foundations) ; but when we learn that, over and above this — 
legitimate levy, a far larger sum was arbitrarily wrung 
1 the church, the truth and justice of the protest are at — 
made evident. I here give two tables illustrative of 
th exaction. Each is divided into three columns. In the = 
column I give the number of the knights due from | 


Knight Service 


the old assessment ees icon In the. ira wi 
gorbe: found the exaction eunigtsteey of, namely, the dona ex- 
<S ~ torted from the spiritual “barons ” themselves. 3 


Donum of Tenant | 
(in marcs). — 


Donum of Knights 
(in marcs). 


Sees. ‘Knights due. 


60 500 


AL 60 500 
Worcester 47 <i 3 Seals 60 200 ee 
NO WiC s wie tael tea eae 40 20 


SABENA Sy Aarts opie ibe. creme 20 
Eondony.pireuh eed te: 
PXGECE ce wre io niente: Boe 
GMESter cites te" en seme 
ee Durhatn tsp." tenis 

pe MCOT ey eral Reta rs etejatta er 


: —=, = sa 
Knights due, | 20% of Kiisht 


Religious Houses. e 
(in mares). 


| Peterborough aL kine Bars 


60, 120 
Sf Om :S <9 «ce oie 40 = S80 
| Glastonbury . .. . 40 80 
BoA bine dont. sibs fens 30 60 
BIRELV OGY 2) trees peg eee ‘200s 4o 
_ | St. Augustine’s . . . 15 30 
Ober DAll Sieur st auet arenes Xe) lem 
WAECVESHAM a0 eas, te ee 5 10 
AWNauivehiuages yen oaey ace SS 5 10 
Ramsey. . Ss See eel Sie 
St. Benet of Hulme vats 3. mas) 
Pershore, 4g ony 2 ee 3 — 
Chertsey As) oe ede oes 3 6 
TE CONE II Yeo teu ce, dee * 3S Gis es 
| Winchcombe . . « - 2 At. 
Middleton. . » « - 2 4s 
Sherburne . . . « . 2 
Abbotsbury . .. - I 


N 


Total Ore a seheretis ae 482 


a = Nes ee 


We thus obtain a grand total of I,IOI marcs raised from 
church by legitimate scutage, and 4,4424 (or, adding 
dona from non-feudal houses, 4,700) marcs by special 
position.” This distinction at once explains the real 
extortion of which churchmen complained ;” and shows 

that it had nothing to do with scutage, but was a special 
mposition on the church fees from which the lay ones 
re exempt.” The idea of the impost was not impro- | 


ght-service was a quite inadequate assessment ; the 
ecedent created was not forgotten, and it proved in later 
days a welcome source of revenue. . 

‘The discovery of this exaction identifies, it will be seen, 


| spite of Swereford’s error, the levy accounted for on the 


a 


+ further proof were needed, it is found in an incidental allu- 
sion which clinches the argument. Giraldus Cambrensis 
. 357) refers to Bishop Henry of Winchester assembling | 


‘Jandum (dederat enim paulo ante quingentas marcas regi 
‘Henrico ad expeditionem T. holosanam).” The sum here 


Its destination is thus established, as also, it may be noted, 
hich he was expected to recoup himself. 


the means by w 


broadly speaking, is that Henry re 
host by an army of mercenaries paid from the proceeds of 


_ 449 Dr. Stubbs, independently, 
at £3,700 (Gesta Henrici Regis), which does not differ greatly from the 
above calculation (£3,167 65. 82.). | 5 
50 THe quidem gladius quem in sancte matris ecclesiae viscera vestra 
paulo ante manus immerserat cum ad trajiciendum in Tolosam exercitum 

tot ipsam marcarum millibus aporiastis.” Gilbert Foliot (Ep. CXCiV.). 


_ 11 “Nec permisit ut ecclesiae saltem proceribus cozquarentur in hac 


- contributione vel magis exac m in 
Salisbury (Ep. cxlv.). Swereford, though confused in his account of the 


tax, points out that levy was made 
tam super ipsos, quam super milites suos” (Z.Jt., p. 6). 


G cuance of the Church Fe eee rie 


y the adjustment of inequalities. in. cases where the 


roll with the famous “scutage of Toulouse.” -And if even 


il the priests of his diocese “tanquam ad auxilium postu-_ 
named is that which he paid in 1159, as my table shows. 


As to the scutage on the lay fiefs, the general impression, — 
placed his English feudal — 


reckons the total payments of the church 


tione tam indebita quam injusta.” John of 


“non solum super praelatos, verum | 


r ect Y) Teor a... eae atts 2 Wr, ih Liev ce, 


* My 
. 


_- . 6 
rei 


2 scutaze of two marks per fee om all lends held by mal 


tary service™ Bat is that impression confemed by the” 


evidence of the rolls? Without setting forth the ewxience ~ 
in detail, I may sum it up as amounting to ths: that the 
grouped payments found under twenty-two counties™ pre- 
sent, I think, a total of 1,895 marcs, while those of the fe 
which paid separately amounted to 666 This gives asa 
grand total of 2,561 marcs, representing, of course, 1.280 
knights Now although the amount of knightservice 
due to the crown from its English realm has been, as we 
shall see, absurdly exaggerated, the above number, I need 
scarcely say, must represent 2 minority of the knights dme 
from the lay fiefs This sets the matier in quite another ~ 
aspect. In spite of the passage in Robert de Monte, on 
which the accepted view is based™ the roll presents proof ~ 
to the contrary, and indeed the words of Robert show that" 
he knew so little of the levy in England as to believe that 
it was wholly arbitrary. There are, perhaps, indications 
that the fiefs which, on this occasion, paid scutage, were 
largely those in the king’s hands,“ and if we add to these 
the escheated honours, of which the scutage would be paid 
through the sheriffs, we must conclude that the creat bulk 
of the tenants who had a choice in the matter served 
abroad with their contingents and did not pay scutage. 


152 Gneist, for instance, writes: “The first general imposition took  —_ 


place in 5 Henry II. for the campaign against Toulouse, with two marks 


per fee from all crown vassals” (CZ, & 242) 

+53 Entered as “Dona militum comitatus,” not to be confused with the — 
“ dona comitatus,” a special levy of the following year (6 Hen. IL}, raised, 
it will be found, from the western counties, from Stafford im the north to 
Devonshire in the south. 


74 “Rex . . . nolens vexare agrarios milites . . . sumpts he 
solidis Andegavensium in Normannia de feudo uniuscujusque loricae et 
de reliquis omnibus tam in Normannia quam in \Angtia, sive etiam akis ; 
terris suis, secundum hoc quod ei visum fuit, capitales barones sues cum =. 
paucis secum duxit, solidarios vero milites innumeros® (p. 202,ed. How- 
lett). ; 

1% This was certainly the case with the fiefs of Simon de Beauchamp 
and the Earl Ferrers, two of the most considerable. 

‘ 


¥ 
i 


Amount Ratsed in 1159. 281 


: 

Before taking leave of “the great scutage.” another pomt 
demands notice. Gervase of Canterbury sets forth its pro- 
ceeds in terms of great precision :-— 

Hoc anne rex Henricus scotagium sive scutagium de Angita ac 
cepit, cujus summa fuit centum millia et quater viginti milla lbra- 
rum argenti (i. x67). 

Quite desperate attempts have been made to reconcile this 
statement with the actual sums raised. In his preface to 
the Gesta Henrici Regis, Dr. Stubbs suggests that Gervase 
included in his total the scutage of two years later (1161), 
but adds that, if so, the rolls are very incomplete. In his 
Constitutional History he speaks of “this [scutage] and a 
very large accumulation of treasure from other sources, 
amounting, according to the contemporary writers, to 
£180,000” (i 457). but admits, in a footnote, that “the 
sum is impossible,’ and throws out as probable a different 
explanation. Miss Norgate writes that “ the proceeds, with 
those of a similar tax levied upon Henry’s cther doiminions, 
amounted to some £180,000."** But Gervase distinctly 
states that this sum was raised from England. Now the 


‘actual sum raised, by scufage, in England (1159) was £2,440 


in all, as I reckon it, while the special clerical impost pro- 
duced some £3,130 in addition. Consequently, no ingenuity 
can save the credit of Gervase. He was not, after all, 
worse than his fellows.. We shall find that when medieval 
chroniclers endeavour to foist on us these absurd sums 
they require much bolder handling than they have ever yet 
received. 

Pass we now to the third levy, that of 1161. For this 
the rate was again ‘wo marcs on the fee according to 
Swereford (followed, of course, by subsequent writers), 


though the study of the roll (7 Henry II.) reveals that in 
many cases, on the lay fiefs at least, the rate was one mare. 


Both this and the levy of the following year are most 
156 Angevin King’, i. 462. 
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entry on the roll of 1163 led Swereford to believe that the — 


Pe. at the rate of ove marc, and is recorded by Swereford, but 


_ not the case, for the prelates, the Ferrers fief, etc., are found contributing 


Race Service 


- difficult to deal wath in every way. We have seen that an 


levy of 1161 was made for the Toulouse campaign, and 
Dr. Stubbs has made the suggestion that it might have : 
been raised to defray “debts” incurred on that occasion ; Pry 
but the es ee in the way of accepting this view seem 
_ insuperable. ™ - 

The fourth levy, which is that of 1162 (8 Goat IL), was 


not by Dr. Stubbs. ”° Though richer in names than that of see 
1161, it is even less useful for our purpose, as the sums 
‘entered are most irregular, fee owing to the adopultacl 
‘of a new method of collection. Neither of these levies 
affords, in the absence of corroboration, trustworthy evi- — e 
“dence on the servitium of any lay fief. A 
The fifth levy, on the other hand, in 1165 (11 Henry oe eis eet. 
affords most valuable evidence, although it is ignored by aga 
_Swereford and by those who have followed him. It is, a re 
however, of a singular character. The money was raised, hae 
we gather from the roll, on two different systems :— _ = oi 
(1) By a fixed payment at the rate of one mark on the ae 
fee (old assessment). b= 
CII.) By an arbztrary payment of certain mysteries 
sums, which prove to be multiples of the unit 155. 3a. But 
there is no fixed proportion to be traced between j ne we 


iT “ A second scutage was raised in the seventh year, probably for =) F 
payment of debts incurred for the same war, the assessment being in a 
this, as in the former case, two marks to the knight’s fee.” ne to : ‘ 
Gesta Henrict Regis, p.xcv.) Gedo ae 

U8 Tf it was raised for this pur pose, it must have been levied either tis : 
from a//tenants-in-chief, which it certainly was not ; or (2) from the same 
contributors as in 1159, which a comparison of the two rolls will at once 
show it was not ; or (3) from a mew set of contributors, which was also- 


as before, ae ea 
189 Const. Hist., 1. 582. ; eee Lees 
160 Instead of a fief paying e# d/oc, it seems to have paid through, the” 
sheriffs of the counties in which it was situate. 


a sum equivalent to ve of these mysterious. units. 
again, are found paying apparently strange 
ms, ghia prove on dissection to represent 50, 100, 200, _ 
_ and even 300 of these units. The clue to the mystery is 
soe in an ace on the oes Roll of the following ite 


Pe, tt 


Be Br eusteed pothe king so may servientes fat the war in 
J Such “promises” were evidently offers, made 
pendently oe Ss actual service due from the “ promis- 


ust have promised 150, 2” addition, be it noted, to paying 
pcueee of : marc on each knight’s fee (20) of his sevv7- 
For the rolls of 1162 and 1163 prove that 

had duly gd the scutage of the former year, and that 


ma Episcopus de Heref’ reddit ean de Ixxvi. libris et v. solidis 
e de promiss[ione] c. Servientium de Wal’” (p. 84). 


— 18 “Abbas de Abendona reddit compotum de Ixxvi. libris et v. soliais ; 
de Sugg servientium in availa, » (rot. 11 Hen, II., P. 74). 


a‘ a & Episcopus rene reddit compotum de xiii. libris et vi. sol. et vit. 
n. de Servicio militum. . . . Idem reddit compotum de exiiii..marcis 
. sol. oy Poa servientium Walie” (2é., p. 29}, 


Ps de "Bochelanda reddit compotum de. v. servientibus” wa 
Die Compare the love of vee. in e aesAay; Supra, pp. 30, 375 83, 


Knight Service 


=. + But, for our present purpose, we must confine ourselves 
to the scutage proper. The passage on which I would 


p-. (109). In the first place, we have here, surely, wit- 
ness to the ¢wo Welsh campaigns of this year, which M 
Eyton adopts, following Mr. Bridgeman?” but which Mis 
ce: __Norgate rejects. Secondly, this sum resolves itself, on 
a -analysis, into two constituents of 842 marcs each. Now 
the return for the archbishopric the following year is 
“Archiepiscopus habet iiij* et iiij- et dimidium et quartam © 
partem feffatos.”" Having set forth this exact corrobora- _ 
tion, I will briefly trace the servdtium of the see. In 1156 — 
and 1159 it pays no scutage when the other church fiefs 
do, but within six months of Theobald’s death it ‘pays 
: to the scutage of 1161 on a servitium of 60 knights, being — 
. aS then in the hands of the crown. Under Becket, in 1162, it | 
is once more “omitted; but in 116s it again pays, as we 
_have seen, and now not on 60 knights but on 848. In 
1168 it contributes, on the same amount, to the auxilium, 
and in 1172, but the latter year is the first in which the | 
vecognoscit formula is employed, enabling us to determine _ 
that, as in 1161, the servitium debitum was 60 knights-5 =o) ees 

_ The typical difference between these 60 knights and the hs 
84¢ actually enfeoffed will serve to illustra ; 


x 
% 


te the point on — 


~~ which I insist throughout. Had the fee been held by its a 
= tenant, he would have raised 842 mares, paid 60 to the 
tee crown, and kept 24? for himself!” But when a custos held ‘ 
a. ab 169 “Scutagium de ii. exercitibus in next roll” (rot. 12 Heol II.). 
er, 11 Itinerary of Henry IT, p. 79 et seq. Compare also the pay es 
ae from the Giffard fief “de Secutida exercitu” (p. BBP — SmEOE. Re. 
re 18 Angevin Kings, ii. 180, note. Ks. - Seid 

1 Liber Rubeus, p. 193. : any oy Re 


“0 ‘This was the point on which Abbot Sampson insisted, against his 
a knights, at St. Edmond’s. In the case of Canterbury, the inquest of — 
he 1163 would have ascertained the actual number of the archbishops | 
: knights and their fees. Se Be y 


Cha ve of Assessment 


ef he ‘could ae suet back, ha thie retote paid 
sr the whole. We have, | think, an illustration of the. =< ae 


ne kind in the payment (p. 254, note 76) by the custos of | 
tie fief, “ de noviter feffatis ’ ” (noviter, be it observed - 


Having Beene the levies down to pce T ‘hope it ne nae 
w been made_ clear that the officials of the exchequer 
: well aware of the amount of servitium debitum from 
- fief, the levies being always based on the said © 
at. _ Swereford, therefore, was es mistaken in ‘the | 


his was the last ee Sig previous to the ace of Ee 
returns (carfae) in 1166. These returns were followed — 

163 by the first levy on the new assessment. I have | 
eee dealt with ihe es which this new assessment _ Ber 


Dae ies as the the “fiefs were De ee their 

tha: Peaenink with Norman rule, were now swept 
uy. Here, from the single county of Nozthumberisaely : om : 
hree cases in point :—_ ss 


Ree eances, _. +. traderet, a quolibet sui regni milite marcam 

=r ct -exegit, publico praecipiens edicto quod quilibet praelatus 
Ke) quot milites de eo tenerent in capite publicis suis instrumentis 
icarent ms (Liber Rubeus. » P- 4) 


Knight : 


1162. 1168, 


De scutagio Walteri de Bole- Walterus de Bolebec + 


bec. In thesauro v. marcae,”? | comp. de iili. marcis et 
) eodem auxilio. cs 


De scutagio Stephani de Bule- Sie panl de pulse aa , 
mer. Inthesaurov. marcae. | comp. de iiii. marcis de eodem 3 
: AY yhiges _ auxilio. 
Sie Sarge Tos sex Idem debet xxiii. s. et iii, di) 


De scutagio Radulfi de Wir- Radulfus ‘de ‘Wigornio mene 
cestria. In thesauro i. marca.’ _ comp. de i. marca de eoden : 
: ~ auxilio pro i. milite. 
Idem debet xiii. s. de dim. 
et de i. tercia et de i. sept: 
a Mil. de Novo feffamento. 


fd been created de de veteri and de> novo." : 
Before leaving the “subject of this 1] levy, there i is one poin 
on which I would touch. When we find, as we often d 
that the sum paid in 1168 in respect of a fief does not. 
with the number of fees recorded in the carta, we mu 
remember that in the Liber Niger and Liber Rubeus we 
have not the original carzae, but only transcripts liable co) 

clerical eror, Checking the cartae by these payments, 
constantly find cases in which the number a fees. sho 


™® “Teneo de vobis . . feodum i. m ilitis, 1 nes ie obi fi 
servitium i. militis” (Carta). : 

% “Te hoc predicto feodo debet Regi v. ee" . (Carta). 

Tt must always be remembered that, as explained above, in cz se 
where the requisite number of knights had not been enfeoffed by 116 
the balance de dominio was added to those actually created, as de v 
together. 


i 


an 
mi 


Errors tn the “ Cartae” 


be slightly greater than is recorded in the carta.’ [ suspect — 
_ that the transcriber, in these cases, has omitted entries in 
the original carta, and this suspicion is strongly confirmed 
by the fact that where the original return enables us to oom 
test the transcript, we find in the great carta for the honour 
_ of Clare that the original transcriber has omitted half a 
_ fee of William de Hastinges, has left out altogether the 
entry “Reginaldus de Cruce, dimidium militem,’ and has 
changed the quarter fee of Geoffrey fitz Piers into half a 
fee; while in that of the Bishop of Chichester, Robert de 
_ Denton’s half fee is converted into a whole one. ° The later ; 
(Red Book) transcriber has made’a further omission. en 
Another source of discrepancy may be found in the _ 
gerous resemblance of formule. Thus the carta of © 
anulf fitz Walter records three and three-quarter fees — 
duly accounted for. Yet his payment in 1168 is not £2 105. 
but £2 4s sd. The explanation is that the holding was ‘ 
really three and one-third fees,"° but the transcriber read va 
“iij[?] pars” (one-third) as “iij. partes” (three-quarters), ~ Bee. 
How easily such errors arose may be seen in the elaborate _ 
entries on Simon de Beauchamp’s fief. Here the formula <S 
— “decem denarios quando Rex accipit marcam de milite,” cor- 
ctly reproduced in the Black Book, becomes “x. denar- — 
etc, in the Red Book. The former expression means _ 
tenpence in the marc” (ze. one-sixteenth of a fee); 
___whereas the latter is equivalent to “the tenth penny in the 
marc” (ze. one-tenth of a fee), and upsets the whole _ 


Cut 


- 1 Thus Daniel de Crevequer pays on one fee (de veterz) more than his _ 
carta records, William de Tracy on half a fee (de vetert), Adam de Port 
- on one, the Earl of. Glqacester &n two, the Earl of Warwick on two and 
a half, Maurice de Craon on one, the Abbot of Hulme on a quarter of a 
_ fee, William de Albini (Pincerna) on ene, Henry de Lacy on one_and a 
half, William de Vescy on one, Bertram de Bulemer on a half, and 
William Paynell on one (these figures are all subject to correction). eg 
The case of William de Vescy is specially conspicuous, because the — ae 
nineteen fees enumerated are distinctly spoken of astwenty. 
-—-%6 This brings it into relation with the Constabularta of which it thus 
: just a third. ’ : 


— Knight Service 


reckoning. | ate correct formula is a not uncommon 
and should be compared with the “de xx. solidis viii 
ss denarios” (eightpence in the pound) which is given a. 
the holding of two knights of the honour of “Clare, and 3 
represents the thirtieth of a fee.” ee 

Lastly, I think that, on further examination, there are 
three fiefs of which the servitia debzta, though at first si 
_ irregular,”8 may fairly be brought into line as multiples of 
the constabularia, That of Bohun, though implied by the 
carta to be thirty and a half knights, paid in the fifth and 
eighth years on exactly thirty; that of Malet, though — 
% - similarly given as twenty and one-sixth in the carta, is — 
returned in the Zesta de Nevill as exactly twenty ; that — 
_ of Beauchamp of Hacche, though distinctly given as seven- 
teen in the carta, will be found, on careful avigay of the 
rolls for 7 and 8 Hen. II., to be claimed by the exchequ 
as 174-3, ze. 20. — 

Here also, perhaps, it may be allowable to aise at the > 
foreign parallels to fiefs of sixty fees and smaller multiples : 
of five. There is a charter of Charles the Fair (1322- 8) = 
“qua Alphonsum de Hispania ‘ Baronem et Ricum Hominem’ — 
_ Navarrae creat; et, ut Baronis et Rici Hominis. statum 
manu _tenere possit, eidem de gratia speciali 60 militias — 
[knight's fees] in regno sua Navarrae concedit modo con- 
sueto tenendos et possidendos,”* while an edict of earlier 

| date proclaims :—“De Vasvassore [ze. baron] qui quingue 
‘milites habet, per mortem [? pro morte] ejus, emendetur 
60 unciae auri cocti, et per plagam [? pro plaga] 30, et si 
plures habuerit milites, crescat compositio sicut “humerus — 


Smiftum. ee a A 


Auglia, where the assessment of Manors 1 is Ce not in terms of the 2 
hide, but in fractions of the pound. (Vide supra, ). 99). ; 


M8 Lide supra, p. 257. 5 
179“ Willelmus Malet tenet Cari de Bers Rese et alias terras suas, 
per servicium viginti militum” (p. 163). 


180 Ducange (1887), il. 581, , 
4 76,, viil. 255. Ducange indeed asserts that five knights was: the 


ay. THE TOTAL mice OF KNIGHTS DUE. 


mn ae Ad hoc solicitius animum direxi ut per regna Angliae 
lebita Regi servitia militaria quatinus potui plenissime per- 
cunctarer.”"" So writes Swereford, who proceeds to ex- 
_ plain that neither the famous Bishop Nigel himself, nor his. 
_ successor, ‘Bishop Richard, nor William of Ely (uz supra) 
had left any certain information on the subject; while he 
ereford) could not accept the common belief that the 
ueror had created servitia of knights to the amount 

F 32,000." The cause of his failure is found in the fact 
at he confused two different things: (1) the debita Regi 
vitta, which formed the only assessment of fiefs down to 
6; (2) the assessment based on the cartae of 1166, which 


ae But then, as I have Bisby explained shoved wf 
ae a was concerned only with the actual 


"There are two estimates for the total af Eich we are 
ag search. One is 32,000 knights; the other 60,000. _ ; 
‘eg _ “Stephen Segravé,” Dr. Stubbs reminds us, “the minis- _ 
of Henry III., reckoned 32,000 as the number” (which 
onfirms Swereford’s statement); but he himself wisely | 
declines to hazard “a conjectural estimate,”"” adding that 
“the official computation, on which the scutage was levied, 
reckoned in the middle of the 13th century 32,000 knights’ 
"fees, but the amount of money actually raised by Henry II. 
a this account, in any single year, was very far from 
- qualification in Normandy for barony, but the statement is based gon a 
_ mistaken rendering and is elsewhere eee Over 
182 Tiber Rubeus, p. 4. 
183 Tid commune verbum, in ore singulorum tunc temporis divul- 
atum, fatuum reputans et mirabile, quod in regni conquisitione Dux 


- Normannorum, Rex Willelmus, servitia xxxii. militum infeodavit” (26.). 
Swereford, it is clear, failed to grasp the great change of assessment 


commensurate.” 
that “as far as we may conjecture by rehechee: FS 


- statements, the number of shields may be fixed at abo t 
30,000.” 186 = ng ‘i 
On the wondrous estimate of 60,000 I have more rie. sa 
Started by Ordericus,*” this venerable fable has been hand 
down by Higden and others, till in the Short History 6 
the English People it has ‘attained a world-wide cit 
lation. Dr. Stubbs has rightly dismissed the statem 
“as one of the many numerical ‘exaggerations of the ea 
historians”; but neither he nor any other writer 
detected, so far as I know, the peculiar interest. of th 
sum. What that interest is will be seen at once when 
say that Ordericus, who asserts that the Conqueror had 
apportioned the knight-service “ ut Angliae regnum 
millia militum indesinenter haberet” (iv. 7), also alle = 


- (1086) was 60,000. It is very instructive to compare - 
“body whose numbers were handed down by tradition | 


horsemen” ’—“ut ferunt sexaginta millia equitnat? 7 
thirteen are earlier, and with the: number of the N orm 


186 Const. Hist, i157. Dr. Stubbs rightly rejects Mr. poneee Se 
jecture that the number of 32,000 applied to the hides, and that 
number of knights’ fees, calculated at five hides each, would be 6,400. 


fecit et Ix. millia militum invenit, quos omnes, dum necesse esset, paratos: 
esse praecepit.” 

188 “A whole army was by this means ‘encamped upon the axis and “uke 
king’s summons could at any moment ‘gather sixty thousand knights ‘1 Ee 
the royal standard.” 

189 Const. Hist., i. 264. Compare pp. 16, 17. 

10 Freeman (Vorm. Cong., iv. 694). e 

175, iy. 562. : 

192 7h, ili, 387. In Social England (i. 373) we read that “ Willian 
believed to have landed in England with at least 60,000 men a 

_ horse and 10,000 foot.” But on turning to p. 306 of that great effo 

co-operative dete we learn that only “some of William’ s oP: Ce 


ort ee 


291 


a still. Ms is 5 Ordericus, too, who states that the 


oe ee ae ban tinedon Mr. orn ‘Sbaceuck 
La pepe of just sarcasm, “knew the exact amount of 


Pe ‘fee Fire also Pata: us, as to ite crusade of 
illiam of Aquitaine, that “Orderic allows only thirty 
and. In William of Malmesbury they have grown 
sixty thousand. Figures of this kind, whether greater 

2 aller, are ak aa of one another. ge 


; and Fitz Geephien 

Cat, in Bienen: Sue Rondon was able to turn 
60,000 foot. It may, also, not be without significance 
60,000 Moors are said to have been slain at Navas de 


es to the number of from three to eight—as well as men.” So the 
ber of his ships (396, according to Wace) is as Breer a ea as 
oportions of Noah’s Ark. 


8 8 William Rufus, i i. 17. 


Baca millia neato 2B Cash) 
exaginta millia silinas de frumento, sexaginta millia de hordeo, 
maillia ee BOE, (Richard ae Devizes, ed. Howlett, p. 396). 


oe Knight Service 


“sense just. as the Romans He had Seu it in classical { 
and just as Russian peasants (I think I have read) use 
to this day. The “twice six hundred thousand men ey 
were burning to- fight for England,” and the Pat: 
~ (60,000 x 3) of Gervase (4 59), are traceable, doubtless, 
the same source. ; . o3 
How strangely different from these wild figures are tl 
' sober facts of the case! The whole of the church fiefs, 
__ we have seen, were only liable to find 784 knights, a nun 
which, small as it was, just exceeded the entire knigt 
service of Normandy as returned in 1171. As to the 
fiefs it is not possible to speak with equal confidence. 
__have_ ventured to fix the approximate quota of 104 (more 
_or less), of whichg2 are in favour of my theory: 48 fi : 
of five knights and upwards, remain undetermined.” — 
the average of knights to a fief were the same in the latter 
as in the former class, the total contingents of the Jay 
barons would amount, apparently, to 3,534 knights ; b 
as the latter.one includes such enormous fiefs as theses 
‘Gloucester and of Clare, with such important honours 
those of Peverel and Eye, we must increase our estima 
accordingly, and must also: make allowance for fiefs omitt 
-and for those owing less than five he (which are co 
paratively unimportant). ~ 
Making, therefore, every allowance, we shall probably 
safe in saying that the whole servitium debttum, clerica Ree 
and lay, of England can scarcely have exceeded, if i ink 
it reached, 5,000 knights. — ; 


198 “ Sexaginta accipitur indefinite de magno numero. ‘Sexcenti sa 
usurpatur pro numero ingenti et indefinito ud (For cellini, 7 aves Latini 
Lexicon). r 


199 “ Bis sex sibi millia centum” (Carmen de bello Hastingensi). 


00 Tt must be clearly understood that these figures cannot be abs 
accurate. Some honours are omitted, it seems, in the returns fi 
which we have to work, and for ee allowance must be made, Ss 


zk es was not Five Hides 


60,000 of Gide to the 32,000 of Segrave® and to 
,000 of Gneist. The only writer, so far as I know, 
1o has approximated, by investigating for himself, the Bee 

facts of es case, is ay Pearson - but his calculations, 


It isa hope- | 
indertakng, to reconcile the ais with the wild figures: 


V. THE NORMAL KNIGHT'S FEE 


ch labour has been vainly ‘spent on attempts to — A 
oe the oS area of a Su fee. The eee 


ee be 6,400 fees. ad Aer writers a cceieies 
fee as the recognised equivalent of five hides. | The — “oe 
is of importance, because if we found that the re- — ig® 
cog ised area of a knight’s fee was five hides, it would 
us a link between the under-tenant (sles) and the 
ye as Dr. Stubbs has recognised, Ses 
; no fixed number of 


ie ides, i is ae I thinle. due to the existence of five- 
e estates, survivals from the previous régime. We have 
a excellent instance of such fees in a very remarkable — 
d cument, which has hitherto, it would seem, remained 
unnoticed. This is a transcript, in Heming’s Cartulary, 

fa hidated Ee se of the eres Manors belong- 


ha “[123 5] Sicut Stephanus Segrave . . . asserebat et affirmabat vetus 
_ scutagium ‘ad xxxii. millia scuta assumabatur et irrotulabatur; et ad 
tantundem plene et plane potuit novum scutagium de novis terris 
assumari” (Ann, Monast., i. 364). 
Jine thousand for all England would be a large estimate at any 
n the twelfth century” (Early and Middle Ages, i. 375). 


“Knight Service 


J believe it to be | . 


ae ang, 5 the s see of Worcester. - 


ete asiie autores’ ae are hie optus: “side y 
relating to the great episcopal Manor of r Westbury 
_ Trym), Gloucestershire, re 


CARTULARY. Dowespay. 


_Ad uuestbiviam”” pertinent 1. | Huesberie. Ibi 
hide. xxxyv. hidas in dominio | sunt li hidae (oe le 
habet %* episcopus, et milites sui | terra hujus Manerii tenet 
-habent xv. hidas. In icena‘une | stinus filius Rolf v. hidas i in At 
_y. hidas, In com#una v. hidas, In | trecliue et Gislebert 
biscopes stoke v. hidas. | Turold iti. ids et di 


| jn Jestige: Sas 
| terra hujus ee tenet sale 


servitium mene ree aS 
homines tenent wake ix 


- the Dehnesdas Buren 
- have suggested, the earlier ; Bade in that survey Ss 
the three tenants of five- hele holdings described | e0 no 
as the bishop’s sz/ites. 

In the cartae of 1166 we have fees of 5 hides, 204 e 
of 62% of 10,%7 of 23,8 and even of 2;% also o 
SG Mees of 11" and of 14. Spa 


28 The italics represent Anglo-Saxon characters. 
04 7 ib, Rub., pp. 188, 214, 237, 238, 292. 

WW pp. 211, 214 ppeata 202. a= pao, 208 np. 2 
ep. 210. ~ pp. 390,444. ™p. 429. 8 pp. 


e 20 jesse as tes See of =the sees ake a was, 
ady, as” Dr. Stubbs observes, in the days of the Con- 
qu r—the | cartae confirm that  conclusion.™* We must — 
the efore conclude that the knight's ee held by an under- 


VI. THE EARLY ee 


i will now Work upwards from the cartae to the | 


; GE adsions to early enfeoffment are scattered tigoueh the | 
artae themselves. Henry fitz Gerold begins his return: — 
sti sunt milites Eudonis sapien. and Eudo, we know, 
“came in with the Conqueror.” We learn from another — 
return (Lib. Rub., p. 397) that Peary. I. had given William 
Ae Gee Albini, “Pincerna, de feodo quod fuit Corbuchun xv. 
“mil ee Now this refers to “ Robertus filius Cor- 
>a Domesday tenant in Norfolk. The Testa, again, 
comes” eee our help. Thus we learn from Domesday that 
 Osbern the priest a/éas Osbern the sheriff (of Lincolnshire) — 
was William — de Perci’s tenant at Wickenby, co. Lincolajse % 
‘but the Z esta entry (p. 338) proves that William had en- — 
_ feoffed him in that holding by the service of one knight. ”* 
~ So too Count Alan (of Brittany) had enfeoffed his tenant — 
2 Landri at Welton in the same county for the service of 
lf ae knight (ob. 3380), and we find his son, Alan fitz 


me 


Bae 
pene ae M. BS Bay enenLe, p. 6: This list, which seems Jae 
ble for its early date, being, I think, about contem- 


oranecous with the cartae of 1166. 
eee Ry pp: 229, 245, 356. 
up “Et predictus Willelmus dedit predictas tres carucatas terre Osberto 
zi miti pro servicio | unius militis.” : 


own, is very valual! 


-Bywell in Northumberland, we stead in ths Testa (. pet . 
had been held by the service of five knights *™® since the 

ee days of William Rufus, who had granted it on that 
 tenure.™” After this we are not surprised to learn that i 


en 2 the service of four Seen ia, that of Mitford ac ong ee = 
the service of five (24, p. 3926), or that those of Calverdon, — 
Morewic, and Diveleston had ‘all been similarly held by » 
military service “from the Conquest.” In Herefordshire, 
again, John de Monmouth is returned as holding “feoda 
XV. militum a conquestu Anglie.™8 So too Robere Folic a 
claims in his carta (1166) that his predecessors had been — 
enfeoffed “since the conquest of England ;”° and William > 
de Colecherche, that his little fief was “de antiguo tene- - : 
mento a Conquestu Angliae” (Z. R., p. 400) ; Humphrey de < 
-Bohun enumerates the fees “quibus avus suus feffatus fuit 
in primo feffamento quod in Anglia habuit” (Zé, p. eee 
_and refers to his grandfather’s subsequent. enfeoffments in 
the days of William Rufus (p. 244), while Alexander pS 
_Alno ae speaks of subinfeudation “tempore Willelmi_ 3 
Regis” (p. 230). To take one more instance from the 
cartae, an abbot sets forth his servicium due to Henry, : 
 “sicuti debuit antiquitus regibus predecessoribus jus oe 
(p. 224). This brings us to the instructive case of Ramsey — 
Abbey. = S 
Dr. Stubbs refers to a document of the reign of William 
Rufus as “proof that the lands of the house had not yeh 
been divided into knights’ fees.”™° But he does not men- 
_tion the striking fact that the special knight-service for 
which the abbot was to be liable is See al stated tohave 


216 


Together with castle-guard of thirty knights at Newcastle. 
“Post tempus domini Regis Willelmi Ruffi, qui eos feoffavit. > 
18 Testa, p. 69. 
* “Post Conquestum Angliae” (Liber ee P. 332). 
80 Const E71 25t 1 Te 
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en that i which his “ Rete ccers ” had been liable. ™ 
s this charter is assigned to 109-1100, the mention of 
predecessors 4 pone seem to sok back this. de 


is eimiotuccice as- She above-named. charter carries it 
ae ae is the se in the eas of 1129-30 :— 


1 156 or to chat af II 59 (probably the former): — 


‘ Sciatis ‘quod ubi Ricardus clericus * ™8 reddidit compotum de 
cutagio militum vestrorum ad Scaccarium ego testificatus sum vos 

non debere regi plusquam quatuor milites, et per tantum ete estis. °- 

et in petdlo pat ee ee bg Sn 


ere “Maitland, writing on the Court of the ‘Abhay OEF 
Ramsey, in the thirteenth century, observes that,—_ 


~The Abbot is bound to provide four knights, and (contrary to 
what is thought to have been the common practice) he has not split — 
up his land into knights’ fees so that on every occasion the same 
four tenants shall go to the war . . . the process by which the 
country was carved out into knights fees seems in fs case to have | 
_ been. arrested at an early stage. ™ ; 


- 


Be 5, zs sel Test deinceps tres” (enilite’): mihi habeat szcut antecessores sui 
- faciebantin septentrionali parte fluminis Tamesie” (1091-1100).— Ramsey 
: te i. 234. 

282 Compare the Ely entry Paper p. 269) for “ superplus.” 
8 Could this have been Richard fitz Nigel himself? — - 
224 Ramsey Catulary i. 255. Compare with this expression “in rotulo 
; tg pete. command (infra), that the number of knights 


208 ae ee Knight Service 


The case OE Ramsey was undoubtedly peculiar, ‘bat ~ 
mestbe: third volume of the Cartulary, now published, we 
have (pp. 48, 218) fuller versions of the Abbot's ret 

1166. The second of these is specially © Bisel: 
: reads like a transcript of the original return.” 
we see separate knights’ fees duly entered, with. 
customary formula “debet unum ‘militem.” But tl 
‘service was certainly provided in 1166 and afterwar 
“per hidas.” Further enquiry, therefore, is needed ; but 1 
have in any case, for Ramsey, a chain of aideoe which 
should prove of considerable value i aus study of ‘this 
difficult problem. . 

‘The phenomenon, however, for nae we nee tr 
account is the appearance from the earliest period to- 
which our information extends of certain quotas of knight- _ 
service, clearly arbitrary in amount, as due from those ~ 
bishops and abbots who held by military service. When — = 
and how were these guofas fixed? The answer is given =e 
Matthew Paris—one of the last quarters in which one — 
would think of looking—where we read that, in’ 1070, the 
Conqueror nee tee a ; ; =a 


 episcopatus quoque et abbatias omnes quae baronias tenebant, oe 
eatenus ab omni servitute seculari libertatem habuerant, sub servitute _ 
statuit militari, inrotulans episcopatus et abbatias pro voluntate sua 2 os 
quot milites sibi et successoribus suis _ hostilitatis tempore voluit a 


~singulis exhiberi (Historia Anglorum, i. 13). ; aa = 3 


This passage (which perhaps represents the St. Albans" x 
tradition) is dismissed by Dr. Stubbs as being probable <3 


28 It enables us to correct such an entry in the Bee Book as © 
“Radulfus Maindeherst,” by identifying him with Ralph Mowyn, thers 
tenant at Hurst. It supplies an entry as to Henry de “ Wichetone” 
- (Whiston) which is omitted in L. R., and entered in L. N. with wrong. = 
name and wrong holding; and, better still, it shows that Silvester of — Ee 
Holwell held only 2 hides, not 12, as given in error, both in L. N. and — * 
L. R. The existence of this error in both bears, of course, on their 
relation (cf. p. 287, supra)e . 


cf ae wee estes a traces the Guat of Aenighte aa # 
the action taken by the Crown :— ee Cage 


Quum j jam regis ‘edicto i in annalibus annotarentur quot de episcopiis 
> de abbatiis ad ere rem tuendam milites = forte hine = 


his reign,— 


ad) 


lebitum servitium quod pater SuUus imposuerat ab ecclestis violenter 


it also tells us that, when undertaking his campa 
against Beret. Bora) the Seals : 


i's: 


ue by an aI act of will." The chronicler, like 


eared iy the 2 ee will sone? 
Here, perhaps, we have the clue to the (rare) clevieaie 


exemptions from the burden of military tenure, such as 


_ the abbeys of Gloucester and of Battle = 


237 Const. Hist, & 357. Gneist writes that Matthew’s statement “is for S @, 


é ss reasons called in question by Stubbs! "(Ce H1., 125 5,.note), 


8 Cartulary of Abingdon, ii. 3. . . 
9 Historia Eliensis (ed. 1848), p. 276. Sige eel eg PROTA: 

M81 Praecepit Alli (2.2. abbati) ex nutu regis custodiam xl. militum— 

-habere i ininsulam.” 0., p. 275- This is the very seruilium debitum that 


ers appears under Henry i, 


388 Compare for the initiative “of the crown, the pemesiae phrase, 


“miles jussu regis,” ”» and the statement that Lanfranc replaced the drengs — 
is see by knights at the royal command (“ Rex praecepit.”) 


Sho Madox we LEE A nglica, ps 114) bitterly and unjustly: “ In” cee : 


a a it ‘also fee how he fixed the guota of ee 


oe 


Knight Service 


‘The beginnings of eihurielerons eoentene on) the 
eee action are distinctly described in the cases “Ofer 
Abingdon and Ely, and alluded to in those of Peter- _ 
__ borough™ and Evesham. At the first of these, Athelelm ro : 


_ primo ee stipendaris i in hoc utebatur. At his tae incursibus, at 


>. 


ae At Ely, ne abbot. >. a 
“habuit ex consuetudine, secundum j jussum regis, pretaxatum militiae 
numerum infra aulam ecclesiae, victum cotidie de manu celerarii — 
capientem atque stipendia, quod intollerabiliter et supra modum 
- potuit vexare locum. . . . Ex hoc compulsus’ quasdam terras 
sanctee Aideldredae invasoribus in feudum permisit tenere . . . 
ut in omni expeditione regi observarent, [et] ecclesia perpetim Se: 
; infatigata permaneret. a 


For Canterbury we have remarkable euidence® not, it e- 
would seem, generally known. In Domesday, of course, 
Lanfranc’s maltes figure prominently ; but the absence of 
a detailed return in 1166 leaves their names and services ; a 
obscure. Now in the Christ Church Domesday there is a Ss a 
list of the Archbishop’s knights,’ in which are names 
corresponding with those of his tenants in 1086. It. can, 
therefore, be little, if at all, later than the Conqueror’s reign. = 4 
It is drawn up exactly like a carta of 1166, giving the : 
names of the knights and the service due from each. Its 
editor, instead of printing this important document in full, 8 


_ process of time, beveat of the religious found out another piece of art, 52> ae 
They insisted that they held all their land and tenements in frankal- : 
_ moigne, and not by knight-service.” In the cases he quotes, “this 
allegation” was perfectly correct, and was recognised as such By the 27 aaa 
judges. 
** Turoldus vero sexaginta et duo hidas terrae de terra ecclesiae — 
Burgi dedit stipendiariis militibus” (John of A eS ed, Giles). 
38° Cart Abingdon,, ii. 3. 
36 Tiber El., p. 275. a 


87 “De militibus Archiepiscopis.” 8th Report on Historical MSS., 
a 316. Se as 


1 


any endatior on Ghaech Piefs | oe 2 


has, aafortmaetele given us six names only, Pace mieiies 
g the familiar “ d[imidium] ” and “q{uarterium]” of the 
st for “dfenarios]” and “q[uadrans]”—asserts that the 
contributions of the knights are “ evidently 7. '“= 1 Sexe 
pressed in terms of the shilling and its fractions” ™’ thus — 
missing the essential point, namely, that they are expressed — 
in terms of knight-service. 
As Lanfranc had done at Canterbury, as Symeon at Ely, 
as. Walter at Evesham, as _Athelelm at Sates so also 2 Sata 


= The carta of his successor (1166) 
isnt impli tat before his oak he had Pe se <3 


ee aif a roistering Hates of Pane ove 
The influence of nepotism on subinfeudation, in ‘the. case 
of eae fiefs, is too gee to be ates over. 


‘as 


ais 
Bea 
te 


York in ‘his carta phen the excessive Reaper of aS 
knights : a Antecessores enim nostri, non pro necessitate. 


ass Ibid. 4 ey 
80 A charter ‘of ene, Hf (Mon. Ang, vi. 499) addressed “ Willelaage caer 
Episcopo Exoniensi et Ricardo filio Baldwini vicecomiti” (see p. 330) 
contains the clause: “Prohibeo ne aliquis praeter monachos ipsas terras- 
; pe anes teneat vel alias aliquas quee de dominio ecclesie fuerunt, exceptis 
 illis quas Gaufridus abbas dedit ad servicium militare.” Abbot: Geoffrey 
is said to have died in 1088. A curious difficulty has been raised about 
the words in italics. It is argued in Alford’s Addots of Tavistock (p. 68) 
that as, according to Mr. Freeman, military tenures did not exist in~ 
Abbot Geoffrey’s day, there was perhaps a second Abbot of that name — 
to whom that charter refers. But he is only introduced by Mr. Alford . 
under protest 5 and we se? now that there is no need for him. Henry’s — 
charter being witnessed by Ralph, Archbishop of Canterbury, William, 
the King’s son, and the Count of Megan, at Odiham, belongs, I may 
: observe, to I114--1116. 


fap: $6 Qui ‘stipendiis annuis quotidianisque cibis immane quantum popu- 
labantur (Will, Malmesb., Geis Pontificum). 


provider volebant, anes quam. debeban Reet fase 

The Abbot of Ely, we are told by his panegyrist 
shed knights by compulsion, “non ex industria a 
favore civ vel Se eae affectu. ge oboe Athe- 


oes his anes and ered them on the ae 
a The Tavistock charter of Henry I restored to 
that abbey the lands which Guimund, its simoniacal abbot — 
-(1088--1102), had bestowed on his brother William. ‘Abbot | 
Walter of Evesham and his successor persisted in enfeoffing 
_ knights “ contradicente capitulo.” : 
_ So, during a vacancy at Abbotsbury Sader Henry Ee : 

“cum Rogerus Episcopus habuit custodiam Abbatie, duas 
___ hidas, ad maritandam quandam neptem suam, dedit N. de 
__M, contradicente conventu Ecclesiz.”™® Henry of Win- 
_ chester has left us a similar record of the action of his 
predecessors at Glastonbury. ays narrative is “specially 


2 Liber Eliensis, p. 27%. A 
eeu. ee ae ee Me — 


mers MS 105 ps 233: “misit .. . in Normanniam pro cognatis suis, quibus 
_ multas possessiones ecclesiae dedit et feoffavit, ita ut in anno Boo de 
possessionibus ecclesiae eis conferret.” 


Pe Obes NES: Vesp. B. xxiv. f. 8, “ Randulfus frater abbatis Walter he 
-habet in Withelega iii. hidas de dominio, etc. etc. . .. . dono Walterii — 
. Abbatis contradicente capitulo.” This was the “ Rannulfum (sic) fratrem 
aS _ ejusdem Walteri abbatis . . . qui cum fratre suo tenebat illud placitum” 

temp. Will. I.), whom the Bishop of Worcester’s knights challenged to 

trial by battle (Heming’s Chart. Wig., ed. Hearne, p. 82). His holding _ 
__was represented in 1166 by the fees of Randulf de Kinwarton and Ran- 

_ dulf de Coughton. Other cases of contested enfeoffment by: Abbots 

- Walter and Robert are those of Hugh Travers and Hugh de Bretfertun. = 


. 45 See the carta of 1166, which explains how this holding becawe half : SS 
a fee. - 


246 66 = 

Miles. quidam, Odo nomine, dono praedecessoris mei - Sifridi 
abbatis, ob graciam cusjusdam consobrinae suae, quain idem Odo con- 

_ jugem duxerat . . . tria maneria de dominio sibi astrinxerat . 


ae / 


i 


on eeaeae in cases coe the eBrooite body isa 
pected at the time ase the Ete ons this \ we have Ee = 


a, oe: ‘all of Wich: we Beak. were Eioved by Fie: 

“7 Parallel. rather to the cases of Middleton ‘and=-, 
ide cartas) would be the action of William — Re 

us during the Canterbury vacancy. _ Soe 
was oe ere against the eee of the Heads of 


‘erras. censuales non in feudum donet : nec faciat milites nisi in. 
a veste Christi.” 


fe their conduct in this pater ee in the Norman _ 
» were largely judged. But rue, has been a slight 


: ae that as care aku that in monastic Eo htnir lace we 
ave the complement and corroboration of the words of 

tthew Paris, I propose to quote as a climax to my argu- 
the writ printed below. Startling as it may read, 

its early date, to the holders of the accepted view, the 

of its language convinced me, when I found it, that: 4 

it King William speaks; nor was there anything to be ; 


ie 


nvitis fratribus. Alius quidam . . . donoabbatis . . . tamen z 33 
-absque fratrum consensu manerium possidebat” (Domerham, p. 306). — 


47“ De his terris quas, ut diximus, suo tempore acquisivit, qatbusdanee 

bonis hominibus pro magna necessitate et honore ecclesiae dedit, et inde 

Deo et sibi fideliter quamdiu vixit serviebant” (C; hronicon Evesh., p- 96). 

His successor, Walter (1077- -1086) )s incited by his own young relatives, 

‘noluit homagium > a pluribus bonis hominibus quos praedecessor suus_ 
buerat suscipere eo quod terras omnium, si posset, decrevit auferre ” 

)e, pes the same “dicitur yes fere omnes milites hujus abbatiae - 


8He wae Pee that “terras ecclesiae quas ipse rex, . defuncto 


aco, suis dederat pro statuto servicio, illis ipsis haereditario jure 
as, causa sui enone; pondonases ty ee 


KB wight Ss cruue 


ete oneal ‘aye forging a document which admits, by placing 
“ae record, the abbey’s full liability.” 


W. Rex. Anglor[um] ney abbati de euesh{am} sal[u] 
_ Precipio tibi quod submoneas omnes illos qui sub ballia et ifus 
_s{un]t quatin[us] omnes milties quo mihi debent p[arjatos habe Jan 
ante me ad octavas pentecostes ap[ud] clarendun[am]. Tu etiam 
illo die ad me venias et illos quinque milites quos de abbfat]ia tua 
mihi debes tec{um] Darais af adducas. Teste Eudone dapiflerjo 5 
epic) LS ata vax 


Being addressed to Ethelwig, the writ, ia course, must — 
be previous to his death in 1077, but I think that we can 
date it, perhaps, with precision, and that it belongs to the 
year 1072. In that year, says the Ely chronicler, the Conan a 
queror, projecting his invasion to Scotland, “jusserat tam_ = 
-abbatibus quam episcopis totius Angliae debita militiae = 
obsequia transmitti,’ a phrase which applies exactly to th 
writ before us. In that year, moreover, the movements of 
William fit_in fairly with the date for which the feudal — 
levy was here simmoned. We know that he visited Nor-— 
mandy in the spring, and invaded Scotland in the summer, = : 
and he might well summon his baronage to meet him on 
3rd June, on his way from Normandy to Scotland, at so 
convenient a point as Clarendon. The writ, again, being > 
__witnessed at Winchester, may well eee been issued by the 
king on his way out or back. 

The direction to the abbot to summon similarly all those | 
beneath his sway who owed military service is probably 
explained by the special position he occupied as “chief _ 
uler of several counties at the time? We find bem again, 


250 Three other documents are found on the same folio. Of these he 
first is addressed to Lanfranc, Odo of Bayeux, Bishop Wulfstan, and 
Urce d’Abetot, and witnessed by Bishop Geoffrey: (of Coutances) and — 
(like our writ) by Eudo Dapifer, being also witnessed, like it, at Win-— 
chester. It is noteworthy that it grants Zthelwig the Hundred of Fi ish- ened 
‘borough “in potestate et jusdztza sua.” a 


%1 Cott. MS. Vesp. B. xxiv. f. 15[18]. 
2“ Rex commisit ei curam istarum partium terrae .— Aue 


eee 
. . 


years later Gora Ree as a auilitacy commander. 

_ that occasion the line of the Severn was guarded © 
ainst the rebel advance by Bishop ‘Wulfstan, “cum 
agna militari manu, et > ZEgelwius Rice eemcacic abbas — 
suis, ascitis sibi in adjutorium Ursone vicecomite 
iae et Waltero de Laceic cum copiis suis, et cetera 


dine plebis.” *8 The number of ‘knights which con- ae 


ted the servitium debitum of Evesham was five then as 
was > afterwards, and this number, as we now know, had — 


wt ume a tg to. ‘repress he revolk. at athe commence- _ 

oes Us called out the host to meet _ ee 
‘In both these in- ae 

nees- Peirce is made to “the questions of “service | 

=” that would naturally arise,’ and that would keep 2 

|e quotas of knight-service well to the front. That these 


os of his reign. oe 


eS ap eee asoL@ Said ara Pp. 257), were ‘matter of 


mt g eons itaque rex eae sibi periculum imminere, debitum 5 

Pca ae exigit ” (Liber Eliensis, p. 276). 

56, £ Rex ‘Henricus contra fratrem suum Robertum, N ormanniae — 

m, super se in Anglia cum exercitu venientem, totius hegni sul 
peditionem dirigit” (Card. Abingdon, ii. 121). 

256 In the former case, between the crown and its tenant; in the latter, 

“between the tenant and his under-tenant. 
81 Idem [Godcelinus de Riveria] dicebat se non debere facere servi- 
ium, coe eee militum, Be feudo aaeiP tenebat de Si aa et abbas 


et See JG Cam at ES duos panes ad servicium regis exigerem (tantum 


im inde deberi ab olim a commilitonibus didiceram) ipse toto conatu ~ 
unjus dumtaxat is militis servicio obnoxium obtestans.’ ’—Henry 


= 7 oe 4 ‘ gaa &. 
E200." ae Service \ Ones AES 


¢ 


Let us pass, at this point, to the great survey. I urged 
in the earlier portion of this paper that the argument fron 
the silence of Domesday is of no value. Even independently, 
of direct allusions, whether to the case of individual holder 
or to whole groups such as the mzztes of Lanfranc, it Cal 
be shown conclusively that the normal formulae cover un- 
_ questionable military tenure, tenure by knight-service.* a9 e 

An excellent instance is afforded in the case of Abingdon — 
Abbey (fol. 2584-2590), because the formulae are quite nor-— 
mal and make “no record of any new duties or services 
of any kind.”*® Yet we are able to identify the tenant Se 
- named in Domesday, right and left, with the foreign knights A 
_ enfeoffed ‘by Athelelm to hold by military tenure,“ owing 
service for their fees “to Lord as Lord.” There are some — 
‘specially convincing cases, such as those of Hubert, who | 
held five hides in a hamlet of Cumnor,™ and whose fee is” 
‘not only entered in the list of knights: but is recorded to 
have been given before Domesday for military service2® _ 
Another case is that of William camerarius, who held Lea = 


survey.” 


58 Thus undermining Mr. Freeman’s argument : “We hear of nothing ~ Es 
in Domesday which can be called knight service or military tenure in 
the later sense ; the old obligations would remain ; the primeval duty of 
military service, due, not to a lord as lord, but to the siate and to the: 

_ king as ts head, went on,” etc. (Vorm. Cong. Oe, Arb pe 

269 Norm. Cong., v. 865. 2 

60 Cartulary of Abingdon, ii. 3-7. ; 

361 ¢ Ty Winteham tenet Hubertus de Abbate v. fides de terra villa 
norum ” (i. 584). 

26 “ Hubertus i. militem pro v. hidis in Witham ” (p. 4). - 

cia o ese de terra villanorum curiae Cumenore obsequi soli- 
torum, illo ab abbate cuidam militi nomine Huberto v. hidar : 
distributa est” (p. 7). P ae. _ 

%4 See Cart. Ad., il. 138. Cf. Domesday, i. 580: “ Willelmus tenet de — 
abbate Leie.” ’ t So ae 

965 See p. 294. eters 


, Feudal ton enure on Donestes 


4 


: and fepresents the 
binfeadated Saree sage as the Sieh section con- — 
tains the dominium of the fief Here “Terra hominum 
eo ejusdem” corresponds with the heading “Terra militum 
os ee, ae the us oe the Archbishop of Can- 


Ic “only ‘find such Sparse: as “ Aaechithis! tenet dé : 

we are able to identify the tenant as Anschetil 

de St Medard, one of the foreign knights enfeoffed aby 
Abbot Turold.”” - 


Ave 


~-under-tenant proves to be a feudal miles. At Swaffham i 
(Cambr.) we read in Domesday (fol. 196) “tenet Hugo de © 
-Walterio [Gifard].”"* Yet in the earlier record of a plact- 


pens of the fact.” The cases taken from the Percy fief 
and from the honour of Britanny afford further confirma- 


‘It will agile ‘the esilen riless fe learn that there 
is in existence so curious a document as a list of knights’ 
fees drawn up in Old English. Headed “ these beth 

- thare Knystene londes,” etc. and terming a knight’s fee a_ 
“4 “kknystesmetehom,” it has been placed by the Editors of 


268 This distinction, it will be found, is preserved i in Henry’ s Charter of 
fs Liberties (1101): “nec... aliquid accipiam [1] de dominico eccle- 
— siae vel [2] de hominibus ejus.” 

387 See my paper on “ The Knights of Peterborough,” supra, Dp 157 
68 Tn the transcript of the original returns it is: “habet hugo de r 
“polebech . . . de waltero giffard.” 

— 9 Inguistto Eliensis (O. 2. 1), f. 210, e¢ seg. (see below, page 459): 


270 m See Pp. 205. - 


But it is not only on ‘church fiefs that the Tomendae oe ns 


KE night Sau 


ue among documents Sats 


“the new Monasticon @ 


~The EN is extant in a Cee now in the Bri 
_ Museum. : 


| pt Hee WORCESTER Sees (1095). 


in the development of feudalism in England, But : so “tiedle B.! 
is actually known of what his measures were that they ee: 
have hitherto largely remained matter of inference and 


Jee rcs -It may be well, therefore, to call attention to 


illustrates the gharacten nf his exactions ye a singular 
perfect example. — 

- The remarkable document ‘that I am about to discuss is 
- printed in Heming’s “y Cartulary Pal YO- peers ots ae is there. 


" man—to whom it would have~ ees invaluable for hi 
account of Ranulf’s doings—as it occurs in the midst of a_ 
group of documents which he had specially studied for. ae 
his excursus on “the condition of Woreestershire under = 
William.”™ It is a writ of William Rufus, addressed to — 
the tenants of the see of Worcester on the death of Bishop _ ; 
_ Wulfstan, directing them to pay a “relief” in consequence — 
of that death, and specifying the quota due from each of the <= 
tenants named. The date is fortunately beyond question; 
for the writ must have been issued very shortly after thee 
death of Wulfstan (18th Jan., 1095), and in any case befoteacs 
the death of Bishop Robert of Hereford 26ths June, 1095), 
who is one of the tenants addressed in it, As the record is 
not long, and practically, as we have seen, unknown, one = 
need not hesitate to reprint it. 


Soe a ee 


7! Hemingi Chartularium (ed. Hearne), 1723, 
72 Norman Conquest, vol. v. 


Rex Anglorum omnibus Francis et “Anglis qui francas terras 
ent de episcopatu de Wireceastra, Salutem. Sciatis quia, mortuo 
0, honor in manum meam rediit. Nunc volo, ut de terris 
stris tale relevamen mihi detis, sicut per barones meos disposui. 
ugo de Laci xx. libras. Walterus Punher xx. libras. Gislebertus _ 
ene) c. solidos. Rodbertus episcopus x. libras. Abbas de 5 ae 
_libras. Walterus de Gloecestra xx. libras. Roger 
aa [quietus per breve regis] x libras. Winebald de — 
on x. libras. Drogo filius Pontii x. libras. Rodbert filius sckilin ae 
. solidos. Rodbert stirmannus lx. solidos. Willelmus de begebiri 
solidos. Ricardus and Franca c- solidos. Angotus xx. solidos. < 
dus xx. solidos. Willelmus de Wic xx. solidos. Rodbertus 
nigelli c. solidos. _ Alricus archidiaconus c. solidos. Ordricus 
rT xl. libras. Ordricus blaca *°c. solidos. Colemannus *”° 
Warinus xxx. solidos. Balduuinus xl. solidos. Suegen = 
Azor» on Eels: Aluredus xxx. solidos. Siuuardus xl. solidos _ 
Algarus xl, solidos. Chippingus xx. solidos. 
aay Ranalfo cepts ef Eudone eis & Ursone de 


he points on hice this document throws fresh light 
oS First, and above au, the exaction of reliefs me: 


« bbs ie Mr. Bea had devoted eet attention. On 
we have oe Bees which is at present Me It 


a was Tepdigh to the Siirches with as much minuteness 
77 One of the as in yin the church fiefs _ 


: = possible. 


are Interlineation. ar 
74 Dafifer to Bishop Wulfstan. 
pape EB Dapier 0 Be as “Ordric Niger,” the ponuentio between Bishop 
ae fstan and Abbot Walter of Evesham, and was perhaps Bishop Wull- 
a eve (Heming, p. 420). 
 %6 Probably Bishop Wulfstan’s chancellor, 
7 Although, from his ignorance of this document, Dr. Stubbs was not 
f Ranulfs wodus operandi, its evidence affords a fresh illustration 
unfailing pe and of his peer: grasp of the problem even 


no Raght Service eee 


differed from those of the lay barons was, that on the one — 
hand they escaped such claims as reliefs, wardships and 
- “marriage,” while, on the other, their tenants, of course, — 
also escaped payment of such “aids » as those “ad filium— 
- militem faciendum” or. “ad filiam maritandam.” In this 
there was a fair “ give and take.” But Ranulf* must have — 
argued that bishops and abbots who took reliefs from their 
tenants ought, in like manner, to pay reliefs to the crown. 
_ This they obviously would not ‘do; and, indeed, even had 
they been willing, it would have savoured too strongly of 
simony. And so he adopted, as our record shows, the un-- 
-warrantable device of extorting the relief from the under- ~ 
tenants direct. This was not an enforcement,. but an” 
breach, of feudal principles; for an under-tenant was, 
obviously, only liable to relief on his succession to his” 
own fee.” AS ; ee 
It would be easy to assume that this was the abuse tee 
nounced by- Henry 1. But distinguo. The above abuse 
was quite distinct from the practice of annexing to thes 
revenues of the crown, during a vacancy, the temporalities. 
This, which was undoubtedly renounced by Henry, and ase 
undoubtedly resorted to by himself and by his successors a 3 
afterwards, was, however distasteful to the church,*° a 


in the absence of proof. ‘The analogy,” he writes, “of lay fiefs was a 
applied to the churches with as much \minuteness as possible. “ascelys 
____Ranulf Flambard saw no other difference between an ecclesiastical and 
2 a lay fief than the superior facilities which the first gave for extortion. ae 
ae ... The church was open to these claims because she furnished no | 
Pr opportunity for reliefs, wardships, marriage, escheats, or forfeiture” 7 
(Const. Hist., pp. 298-300). : Ee ~~ 
278 It has been urged to me that relief on mutatio domini was a recog- “ee 
nised practice, but I cannot find proof of it in English feudalism. ee. 


mo Nec mortuo archiepiscopo, sive episcopo, sive abbate, aliquid 
accipiam de dominico ecclesiae vel de hominibus ejus donec successorin 
eam ingrediatur.” “St naa 


480 There is a very important allusion to it, as introduced under Rufus, ‘ 
in the Adingdon Cartulary, ii. 42:“ Eo tempore [1097] infanda usurpata’ a 
est in Anglia consuetudo, ut si qua prelatorum persona ecclesiarum vita 
decederet mox honor ecciesiasticus fisco deputaretur regis.” pace 


The Church Feudalised 


cal deduction fons ane “principles, and did not 

ually wrong any individual. It could thus be retained 

n the crown “abandoned such unjust exactions as the 

orcester relief, and it afforded an excellent substitute — 

ir wardship, though practically mischievous in the impulse 
¥ ‘ave to the Ns areas of vacancies, 


There” are. ‘many other Boats suggested Be the record Te : as 
am discussing, but they can only be touched on briefly. It 
on us a Boe eo early use of the remarkable term 


ate sense ; the same term was Ealany Cie eae we 
ave seen, in the case of Abingdon (1097), where we also 
find the fief described as reverting to the crown vacante 
It further alludes to a special assessment by 
= barons” deputed for the purpose ; it affords a noteworthy — - 
~ formula for distraint in case of non-payment; and it gives 
us, within barely nine years of the great survey itself, a 


a 


ist of ES tenants of oe fe ee should pies of peculiar a 


< oo ae es It is tempting to oan this figure ae 

a servitum debitum (teste episcopo) of 50 fees at the | 

pag ancient relief” of 45 a fee; but we are only justified in — 
- treating it as one of those fesad sums that we find exacted _ 
- for relief under Henry IL, especially as its items cannot be 
; connected | with the actual knights’ fees. The appended 
analysis will show the relation (where ascertainable) of 


if 2 oe meet to hides pee 


at Compare the one of the chronicle on the king claiming to ie heir 
_ of each man, lay or clerk, with the expression “honor in manum meam — 
~ rediit.” ; 


7ilfic the archdezcon . 4 109 litic the archdeseon 


Ordezic ae 
Coleman. . . .-. 
Wake -. Ss 
Baldem . <<5-4-*_ 


The comparison of these two lists suggests some 
ing conclusions. Roger de Laci, forfeited early 


reign for trek son, had been succeeded by his brother 


\ . 
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Walter fitz Roger has already assumed his family summame 
as Walter de Gloucester, and his uncle Durand has now 
been succeeded by a son Roger, whose existence was un- 


_ known to genealogists. The pedigree of the family in the 


|. Norman period has been well traced by Mr. A. S Ellis in 


his paper on the Gloucestershire Domesday tenants, but he 
was of opinion that Walter de Gloucester was the immediate 
Successor in the shrievalty of his uncle, Durand, who died 


_ without issue. This list, on the contrary, suggests that the 


* 
~~) 


3 
; 


_ immediate successor of Durand was his son Roger, and that 
if, like his father, he held the shrievalty, this might account 
for the interlineation remitting, in his case, the sum due 
Tn this Roger we, surely, have that “ Roger de Gloucester” 
whe was slain in Normandy in 1106, and whom, without 
the evidence afforded by this list, it was not possible to 
identify = 


The chief difficulty that this list presents is its omission 


_ of the principal tenant of the see, Urse d’Abetot. One can 


_ Only assign it to the fact of his official position as sheriff 


ess 


= 


= 


Lo J 


enabling him to secure exemption for himself, and perhaps 
even for his brother, Robert “ Dispensator.” Their exemp- 
tion, however accounted for, involved an arbitrary assess- 
ment of all the remaining tenants, irrespective of the 
character or of the extent of their tenure. With these 
remarks I must leave a document, which is free from ana- 
chronism or inconsistency, and as trustworthy, I think, as 


it is useful. 


Ea? 


- arcubalistae jactu in capite percussum ” (H7i/diam of Malmesbury, ii, 475). 


It is my hope that this paper may increase the interest in 


_ the forthcoming edition of the Lider Rudeuws under the care 


of Mr. Hubert Hall, and that it may lead to a reconsidera- 


tion of the problems presented by the feudal system as it 


22“ Rogerium de Glocestra, probatum militem, in obsessione Falesiae 


e.3t4 


meets us in England. Nor can I close without r 


bat tthe reader that if my researches have compelled me O 
from an authority so supreme as Dr. Stubbs, this in no 


- impugns the soundness of his judgment on the data ither' 
known. The original sources. have remained so_ 
neglected, that it was not in the power of any writer 

_ ing so wide a field to master the facts and figures v 
¥ have now endeavoured to set forth, and on which alone 
is possible to form a conclusion beyond dispute. 


——s 


PART II. 


Acie 


‘HISTORI CAL STUDIES © 


PRA yo LE 


_ HISTORICAL STUDIES 


| NORMANS UNDER EDWARD THE 
Te CONFESSOR | 


Tis probable that in spite of all the efforts of that school” 
_ which fourd in Mr. Freeman its ablest and most ardent 
ider, the “ fatal habit, ” as he termed it at the outset of his 
gnum opus “of beginning the study of English history — 
the: Norman Conquest itself,” will continue, in practice, 
2 revail among those who have a choice in the matter. 
was characteristic of the late Professor to assign the ¥ 
EY. he deplored to “a confused and unhappy nomen- = 
* for to him names, as I have elsewhere shown, 
Bivaye of more importance than they are to the world — 
t large. More to the point is the explanation given by 
* Grant sas we attributes to the unfamiliar look of 


yo ae there must. ane surely, a 
sper cause tea fae an instinctive feeling that in Eng- 
d our consecutive political history does, in a sense, begin 
On the one hand it gave us, 
aie ES ones Peectcki| monarchy; on the other it 
brou t us men ready to. record history, and to give us— 


. 318 3 Noa under Edward the Confessor : 


arid entries in our jejune native chronicle. We thus ex- 
change aimless struggles, told in an uninviting fashion, — 
for a great issue and a definite policy, on which we have — 
‘at our disposal materials deserving of study. From the. 
‘moment of the Conqueror’s landing we trace a continuous — 
history, and one that we can really work at in the light o 
chronicles and records. I begin these studies, therefore. 
with the Conquest, or rather with the coming of t 
Normans. For, as Mr. Freeman rightly insisted, it is wi 
the reign of Edward the Confessor that “the Norman Con- 
quest really begins”: it was “ his accession” that marked, 
in its results, “the first stage of the Conquest itself.”* 


As he, elsewhere, justly observed of Edward :— 


Normandy was ever the land of his affection. . + «. His 3 
heart was French. His delight was to surround himself with com- 
panions who came from the beloved land, and who spoke the beloved a 
tongue, to enrich them with English estates, to invest them with the 
highest offices of the English kingdom His real affections _ 
were lavished on the Norman priests and gentlemen who flocked to — 
his court as to the land of promise. These strangers were placed in §* 
important offices about the royal person, and before long they were 
set to rule as Earls and Bishops over the already haif conquered soil > 
of England. . . . These were again only the first instalment of © 
the larger gang who were to win for themselves a more lasting settle. 
ment four and twenty years later. In all this the seeds of the Con- — q 
quest were sowing, or rather, . . . it is now that the Conquest — 
actually begins. The reign of Edward is a period of struggle be- 
tween natives and foreigners for dominion in England.‘ oe eee 


et One has, it is true, always to remember that if Edward, 
on his mother’s side, was a Norman, so was Harold, as his 
name reminds us, on his mother’s side, a Dane. Nor is it 
without significance that, on the exile of his house (1057) ae 
he fled to the Scandinavian settlers on the Irish coast, and 
found, no doubt, among them those who shared his almost 
piratical return in 1052." The late Professor’s bias against. 


IN. C., i. 525, 526. 3 Tbid. 4 Tbid., ii. 29, 30. ahi 


‘ 
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that was “French,” together with his love for the 
dred ” lands of Germany and Scandinavia, led hime. 
rhaps, to obscure the fact that England was a prey — 
hich the Dane was aS eager to grasp as the Norman. oe 
ut this in no way impugns the truth of his view that 
the Norman tendencies of Edward” paved the way for 
the coming of William. Nor can we hesitate to begin the 
_ study of the Norman Conquest with the coming of those, 
's true forerunners — 
; “Ke Ewart i aveit menéz 
Et granz chastels @ fieux dunez,” 


Professor Burrows is entitled to the credit of setting : 
orth the theory, in his little book upon the Cinque Ports® 
tt Edward the Confessor “had evidently intended to 
ke the little group of Sussex ‘towns, the ‘New Burgh’ 
afterwards Hastings], Winchelsea, and Rye a strong 
: of communication between England and Normandy,” _ 

- placing them under the control of Fécamp Abbey. 
e holds, indeed, that Godwine and Harold had contrived 
thwart this intention in the case of the latter; but this, 

I shall show in my paper on the Cinque Ports, arises” 

om a misapprehension. This theory I propose to develop 

by adding the case of Steyning, Edward’s grant of which 
to Fécamp is well known, and has been discussed by Mr. - 

“ ‘Freeman. It might not, possibly, occur to any one that 
Steyning, like Arundel, was at that time a port. But ina 

very curious record of 1103, narrating the agreement made — 
between the Abbot and De Braose, the Lord of Bramber, 

it is mentioned that ships, in the days of the Confessor, 
“used to come up to the “portus S. Cuthmanni” [the patron 


lddventarers from the Danish Catans of Ireland, ready for any enterprise 
hich promised excitement and plunder” NicGs at. 5E3). 
8 Historic Towns: Cingue Ports, pp: 26-9, 


bridge that had been 
another Sussex port placed in Norman hands. 
does not exhaust the list. Mr. Freeman seems to. 
strangely overlooked the fact that the great benefic 
Bosham, valued under the Confessor at £300 a year, 
been conferred by Edward on his Norman chaplain, Os 
. afterwards (1073) Bishop of Exeter, whose brother, in 1 
words of the Regius Professor, was the “Duke’s earli 
and dearest friend,” and who, of course, was of kin both 
William and to Edward. Now this Bosham, with Thorr 
~ Island, commanded a third Sussex harbour, Chicheste 


__ haven.’ Sap ee. 

But at London itself also we find the Normans favour 
The very interesting charter of Henry the Second, grantec 
by him, as Duke of the Normans, in 1150 or I151, to t 
aan citizens of Rouen, confirms them in possession of their port 
at Dowgate, as they had held it from the days of Edward 

the Confessor2 Here then we have evidence—which seems — 
to have eluded the research of our historians, both gener ke 
‘and local—that, even before the Conquest, the citizens of 
Rouen had a haven of their own at the mouth of the — 
~Walbrook, for which they were probably indebted to the | 
Norman proclivities of the Confessor. — . oe 

The building of “Richard’s Castle” plays a most im 
portant part in Mr. Freeman’s narrative of the doings of 
the Normans under Edward the Confessor. We hear of | 


eee 


its building, according to him, in September, 1051 :— 3 


y 


"se 
= 


Just at this moment another instance of the insolence and violence — 
of the foreigners in another part of the kingdom served to stir up ‘ 
men’s minds to the highest pitch. Among the Frenchmen who had 
flocked to the land of promise was one named Richard the son of - 
Scrob, who had received a grant of lands in Herefordshire. Heand 4 ah 


i 


"See for Osbern, Mr. A. S. Ellis’s Domesday ve sais Gioecerien 
shire, p. 18. May not Peter, William’s chaplain, Bishop of Lichfield, 
1075, have similarly been the Peter who was a chaplain of Edward? a, 

’Charuel’s Histoire de Rouen pendant lépogue communale, i. 245. 


his son Osbern had hare built a castle on a spot wie, by a singu- ) 
y lasting tradition, preserves to this day the memory of himself 
his building. The fortress itself has vanished, but its site is _ 
{l to be marked, and the name of Richard’s castle, still borne by 
parish in which it stood, is an abiding witness of the deep im- 
sion which its erection made on the minds of the men of those ~ 
. Here then was another wrong, a wrong perhaps _ 
ird ne to the wrong which had been done at Dover. Alikein— 
t and Herefordshire, men had felt the sort of treatment which 
be were to expect if the King’s foreign favourites were to De any 
I pee tolerated.? 


? 


_Accordingly, Godwine, Mr. Freeman wrote, demanded om 


ootnote to this statement, he explained that “‘The castle? 
of the Chronicle] undoubtedly means Richard’s Castle, as 


Here again the 
pressions witness to the deep feeling awakened by the — 
ding of this castle.” So, too, in a special appendix 
pread.s : 


A speaking witness to the impression which had been made 
men’s minds by the building of this particular Richard’s Castle, 
obably the first of its class in England, is given by its being spoken 
of distinctively as ‘‘the castle” eyen by the Worcester chronicler 


052 Se see Pp. 309), who had not spoken Ot its building in his earlier : ae: 


We have, thus far, a consistent narrative. There was — 


in Herefordshire one castle, built by Richard and named 
after him. It had been the cause of oppression and ravage, 
and_ its surrender, as such, had been demanded | by God- 
wine in 1051. A year later (September, 1052) Godwine 


triumphs; “It was needful to punish the authors of all ens 


eye et had happened. eaa(p: 333); and “all ‘the French-— 


SU NCCoh it, 136- a ae ” Ibid, p: 140. 
n ee 17 Ps 309. 1 Ibid, p. 607. 


_ The sentence did not extend to all the men of Norhise birth or 
“of French speech who were settled in the country. It was meant 
to strike none but actual offenders. By an exception capable of in- 
definite and dangerous extension, those were excepted ‘whom tl 
King liked, and who were true to him and all his folk’ (ii. 334) 
-, . . Wehave a list of those who were thus excepted, which con- 
tains some names which we are surprised to ESOE there.“ 


and his ae eke Yet among the Normans who Saas we fir 
Richard, the son of Scrob, and among those who returned we find 
his son Osbern. ‘These two men were among the chief authors of | 


all evil (ii. 344). 


That is to say, the Lord of Richard’s castle, on whose sur- ae 
render and punishment Godwine had specially insist a 
was specially PR: as guiltless, when Godwine 
turned to power.” ; 

_ In me, at least, this discrepancy aroused grave suspicion, 
and I turned to see what foundation there was for identify-— 
‘ing the offending garrison of 1051 with that of ica SS 
castle. I at once discovered there was none whatever. 

We have here, in short, one of those cases, Sues 
as I think, of the late Professor’s work, in which he first _ 
formed an idea, and then, under its spell, fitted the facts to 
it without question. The view, for instance, of the uniqu: | 
position of Richard’s castle as “7¢he castle” at the time is — 
at once rendered untenable By the fact that, on the return : 
of Godwine, Normans fled “some west to Pentecostes * 
castle, some north to Robert’s castle,” in the words of. the = 
Chronicle.“ Moreover, the former belonged to Osbern, oe 
“whose surname was Pentecost” (cognomento ‘Pentecost), — 


who, as we learn from Florence, was forced to surrender 


7Sa 


18 “Norman Richard still held his castle in Herefordshire ” (Hanes 
Norman Britain, p. 69). 
4 Mr. Clark refers to this passage, adding :—“So that these plz ar 
probably like Richard’s castle, were in Norman hands” (JZ. M. ee ae 


7 he es Osberns Ci onfused a RE 


| leave the country, as was Ea the fate of another 
ellan, his comrade oad a5 


Seca: of padre ae of hon tha former was 
owed to remain, while the latter was exiled. But it is 


ty Red so much ” ae 329), although the latter, a well- 
known man, is always distinguished as the son of his 
ther, and never as Pentecost. And he further assumes 
nat “Pentecost’s castle” was identical with Richard’s - 
tle, “the first cause of so much evil” (zéid.). These 


edit, 345). To 
as for ahis: he richer ‘assumes as “certain that Os- 
afterwards returned” (tbid.). This assumption led 
on to suggest that others also returned from exile, and 
vat “ their restoration was owing to special entreaties of 
e King after the death of Godwine” (ii. 346). The whole 
this history is sheer BSE ah based on confusion 
alone. 
Now let us clear our minds of this confusion, and keep 
e two castellans and their respective castles apart. On 


1 “ Osbernus vero, cognomento Pentecost, et socius ejus Hugo sua 

ddiderunt castella.” — 

16 T have noted several cases in point, that of Walter Giffard being the 

ost striking. But we also read in W7liiam Rufus (ii. 551) that “ Henry, 

mn of Swegen, who comes so often under Henry the Second, is the 
ky descendant of Robert, son of Wymarc,” that is to say, Henry 
ssex,” who was a son of Robert, not of Swegen, and who belonged 
polly. different family and district. 


ees 

Cant A Ps 
< , 
~ 


a4 Normans under Edward the Confessor 


his son iSebent a on the other hand, we pee Osbern, 
ne whose surname was Pentecost,” and who had to sur- % 
render his castle, to which the guilty Normans had_ fled, © 
and to go into exile. Can we identify that castle? gies 

would venture to suggest that it was no other than that of — 
_ Ewyas Harold in the south-west corner of pieretordabaeea 
of which Domesday tells us that Earl William had re- | 
fortified it (“hoc castellum refirmaverat ”), implying that — 
it had existed, and been dismantled before the Conquest. — 

- It heads, in the great survey, the possessions of Alfred of © 
Marlborough, and although its holder T.R.E. is not men-- 

- tioned, we read of the two Manors which follow it: “ Hec ‘ 
duo maneria tenuit Osbernus avunculus Alveredi T.R.E. 
quando Goduinus et Heraldus erant exulati” (i. 186). Mr. | 
Freeman, of course, assumed that this Osbern was identi- — 
cal with Osbern, the son of Richard, the Domesday tenants 
in-chief, This assumption is not only baseless, but also | 
most improbable: for Alfred was old enough to be father- 
in-law to Thurstan (Mortimer), a Domesday tenant, and — 
would scarcely therefore be young enough to be nephew SS. 
to another Domesday tenant- in-chief. I would suggest that 

his uncle was that Osbern “Pentecost” who had to sur-— 
render his castle and flee on the return of Godwine and 
Harold, This would exactly fit in with the Domesday 
statement,.as also with the dismantling of Ewyas Castle.* _ 

Ewyas Harold fits in also with the chronicle’s mention = 
of the Normans fleeing “west” to Pentecost’s castle. a 
We have now seen that Richard’s castle did not stand _ a 


Bis alone, and that there is nothing to identify it with that Here- 
-——fordshire castle (“enne castel”) of which the garrison had _ is 
committed outrages in 1051, and which is far more likely, = 

so far as our evidence goes, to have been “ Pentecost’s 

17 “Worse than all, the original sinners of the Herefordshire border, ee 

Richard and his son Osbern, were still lords of English soil, and holders _ < 

of English offices ” (iv. 53). = bee 


i 
* 


i 


18 Named, as Mr. Freeman pointed out, after Harold, son of Earl 
Ralph, not after Harold, ‘son of Godwine. 


istfore 1051, “avbich oaks’ very pane as if aa het been | 
= specially favoured in these parts” (ii. 562); and he argued - 
ae from this that Earl Ralf had probably ruled the shire be- 
tween 1046 and 1050. The Earl would naturally have in- 

_ troduced the foreign system of castles, as he did the foreign 

fashion of fighting on horseback. Indeed, speaking of yee 3 


"capture of Hereford in 1055, Mr. Freeman wrote :— 


Bede as an obvious conjecture that the fortress destroyed by 
Gruffyd was a Norman castle raised by Ralph. A chief who was — 


) anxious to make his people conform to Norman ways of fighting 
would hardly lag behind his neighbour at Richard’s castle. He 
would be among the first at once to provide himself with a dwelling- as ; 
a place and his capital with a defence according to the latest continental se 
_ patterns (ii. 391). ; 


/ 


But if this is so, he would have fede it while he ruled fue a 
shire (as Mr. Freeman believed he probably did) from 1046 ‘oa 
to 1050, and would, in any case, have done so on taking up 
i its government in 1051. Consequently he would haves. 
had a castle and garrison at Hereford in 1052. But Mr. 
Freeman, describing Gruffyd’s raid in that year into Here-— 
fordshire, and finding a castle mentioned, assumed that it 
could only be Richard’s castle,” although, a few lines be- 
fore, he had admitted the existence of other castles in the 
shire." Even in 1067 he would have liked to hold that— 
_ Richard’s castle was the only one in Herefordshire, but 
the words of the chronicle were.too clear for him.” 


3 . 
eo That Ralph succeeded Swegen on his final banishment in 1051, Dep 

~ have no doubt at all” (ii. 562). f 

- *0 “<The castle’ is doubtless Richard’s castle. . . . Here again 

“ the expressions witness to the deep feeling awakened by the building of — 

this castle” (ii. 309). 

4“ The Norman lords whom Eadward had settled in Herefordshire 
proved but poor defenders of their adopted country. The last conti- 

-nental improvements in the art of fortification proved vain to secure the 
land” iid) ar 

31 Florence (1067) speaks of the ‘ Herefordenses castellani et Richardus .; 


I have endeavoured to make clear my meaning, name 
‘that Mr. Freeman’s view that “Richard’s castle” 
alone as “che castle,” and that Richard and his gar 


- not only destitute of all foundation, but at variance w 
the facts of the case. When we read of Herefordsh 

(1067) that—- 
The Norman colony, planted in that region ie adeaed ane SO i. 

strangely tolerated by Harold, was still doing its work. Osbern had Re 
been sheriff under Edward, even when Harold was Earl of the shir 
and his father Richard, the old offender, still lived (iv. 64)— 
"we must remember that the conduct of Harold was onl 7 
strange if Richard, as Mr. Freeman maintained, was “ 
old offender.” If, as Florence distinctly tells us, he wa: 


on the contrary, void of offence, Harold’s conduct was in no : 
f ; es 


way strange.” 
Let us now turn from the Herefordshire colony, planted, 

I think, not so much by King Edward as by his Earl Ralph, 
just as Earl William (Fitz Osbern) eae Se a fresh ¢ one eae 
the Conquest. = om 


filius Scrob’ as the opponents of Eadie 
the words ‘Herefordenses castellani’ referred to ‘the castle’ Re 
fordshire (see vol. ii. p. 139); but the words of the Worcester chronicler a 
‘pa castelmenn on Hereforda’ seem to fix the meaning: to the city itself” BS 
(iv. 64). - 
_ %T have no hesitation in offering these criticisms, because: Mr. Free- =e 
man’s views have been embraced throughout by Mr. Hunt, who has se 
followed closely in his footsteps. For instance :— ; ie 


‘A private fortress . . . would “Tt was the first fortress wliche a 


seem even stranger to us now than 
it seemed to our forefathers when 
Richard the son of Scrob raised 
the first castle on English ground” 
(Norm. Cong., v. 640). 


Mr, Hunt, therefore, survives to defend the position. 


. fortresses such as his were com- 


was raised in England for the in- | 
dulgence of private insolence and © 
greed, and not for the protection of 
Englishmen ; it was to be the first _ 
of many, and the evil deeds which ~ 
Richard’s men wrought were a | 
foretaste of the evil times when 


mon in the land ” (Norman — 
Britain, p. 64). 


is sion “On nea Mr. Pine. thus comments :— aa 


- Several Aélfreds occur in Domesday as great landowners, alfred — 
deaeaaee en rene and Elfred of Spain, Doh it 


fs ame in Edward’s Hime. ‘The name Filfred and Edward and the ve 
female name Eadgyth seem to have been the only English names — 
adopted by the Normans. The two former would naturally be given 
to godsons or dependants of the two Althelings while in Normandy ome 
. after 1013].4 


appendix, in the first volume, devoted to Alfred the . 
—who appears in Normandy, circiter 1030—claims | 


ion in favour of the English bi:th of any one bearing itin 
this generation is extremely strong,”’™ and that it was os re 

- only adopted by “a later generation of Normans.” Mr. 

reeman seems to have been unaware that in Britanny the 
me of Alfred enjoyed gt favour. I find it there as= == 
ly as the 9th century,” while I have noted in a single 
lary seventeen examples between 1000 and 1150. 
ng these are “Alfridus frater Jutheli” (ate 1008) and 
el, son of Alfred (1037). Now, at the Conquest, “Ju- . 
1ael, who from his chief ee took the name of Judhael of 

Totnes, became the owner,” in Mr. Freeman’s words, “of — 

a vast estate in Devonshire, and extended his possessions 
into the proper Cornwall also.” But we know from — 
el charters that this Judhael was’ the son of an Alfred, and 
was succeeded by another Alfred, who joined Baldwin 3 

of Redvers at Exeter in 1136.” In the same county, as 

Mr. Freeman reminds us, we have another Breton tenant- 

4 Vol ii, p. 345+ ee 
Vol. i. p. 747. aoe 
— % About 849; Alfret Machtiern, 868 ; Alfritus tyrannus, 871; 3 Alfrit 

ssbyter, 872 ; filius Alurit, 879. 

— Gesta Stephani. 


we add to this fact that his heir (whether son or 


sg -may safely conclude that Alfred was not only a foreigner 


—in-chief, “ Alvredus Britio.” In all this 1 am ee 
to the suggestion that the well-known Alfred of Lincoln — 
was not, as Mr. Freeman holds, an Englishman,* but a 
Breton. We have not only the overwhelming. presumption — 
against any considerable tenant-in-chief being of English — 
origin, but the fact that his lands were new grants. When | =a 


brother) bore the distinctively Breton name of Alan,” we 


but a Breton. But the strange thing is that we do not stop — 
there; we have a Jool (or Johol) of Lincoln, who died in — 
1051" after bestowing on Ramsey Abbey its Lincolnshire 
fief?! Thus we have an Alfred anda Juhel “of Lincoln,” 
as we have an Alfred and a Juhel “of Totnes”; and in- 
_ Juhel of Lincoln we must have a Breton settled in be 

land under the Confessor. SS 

The name of “Lincoln” leads me to another= interest- 
ing discoyery. “Both Alfred of Lincoln and the sheriff : 
Thorold,” Mr. Freeman wrote, “were doubtless English- 
men.”® And speaking of Abbot Turold’s accession in — 
1070, he observed that Turold was “a form of the Danish 
Thorold, a name still [1070] familiar in that part of Eng-— 
land, one which had been borne by an English sheriff.” 

Now this Thorold (7avoldus) has been the subject of much — ‘ 
speculation by Mr. Stapleton, Mr. Freeman,” etc., in con- | 

231i, (ond ed.) 780; iv. 214. : = 

29 See the Lindsey Survey. 

30 Ramsey Cartulary, iil. 167. 

81 Thid., i. 208; ii. 74. Domesday, i. 3460. 

82 iii. (2nd Ed.) 780. 

88 iv. (ist Ed.) 457. 
34 Jbid., 778-780. Mr. Freeman spoke of him as “a kind of centre” 
- for the inquiry, and stated that in Domesday 3464 we have “ Turoldus — 
vicecomes ” as a benefactor of Spalding priory. This is an error, for the 
mors there are “dedit S. Gutlaco” (ze. Crowland). He also urged that Rs 

“we must not forget the Crowland tradition” about him “ preserved by: SS met 
tie false Ingulf.” But the fact is that “ Ingulf” made him into ¢wo Mee: 

Thuroldus Vicecomes Lincoln,” whose benefaction to Crowland (D.B., 
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ec ion with William Malet and the mysterious Countess — 
ucy, but the facts about him are of the scantiest, nor, I 
_ believe, has any one succeeded in finding him actually 


es 


Ws) 


mentioned in the Conqueror’s reign, though he is referred 
to in Domesday. This, however, I have now done, lighting Pee 
upon him in a passage of considerable interest per se. In 
the “De miraculis sancti Eadmundi” of Herman we read 

that when Herfast, Bishop of Thetford, visited Baldwin, 
Abbot of St. Edmund’s, to be cured of an injury to his 
eye, the Abbot induced him to renounce his claim to 
o _ jurisdiction over the Abbey :— : 


“Coad 


ey 


24 In sacri monasterii vestiario, presentibus ejusdem loci majoris 
-etatis fratribus, sed etiam accitis illuc ab abbate quibusdam regis _ 
primoribus, qui dictante justitia in eadem villa regia tenebant placita- _ , 
uorum nomina, quamvis auditoribus tedio, tamen sunt vere rationis | 


The date of this incident can be fixed with certainty as — 

1076-9; and it is of great interest for its mention both of 
the eyre itself and of those “ baron’s” who took part in it; 
there can be no question that “Turoldus” was the’ mys- 
terious Thorold, sheriff of Lincolnshire, taking his name © 
from Lincoln.* He was, therefore, not “an English sheriff” _ 
of days before the Conquest, but a Norman—as were his nee 
 fellows—who died before Domesday.” 


- 


me i, 3460) was confirmed in 806 (!) and subsequently (pp. 6, 9, 15, 19), 
24 (2) “ quidam vicecomes Lincolniz, dictus Thoroldus. . . . degenere 
= et cognatione illus vicedomini Thoroldi qui quondam,” etc. (p. 65). It 
js the one living in “1051,” to whom the Spalding foundation was 
assigned, = 6.0) 
ss 85 Memorials of St. Edmund's Abbey, i. 63-4. Herman wrote from 
personal knowlege. ; r ee 3 
86 There are plenty of instances of this practice, as at Exeter, Salisbury, 
Gloucester, Leicester, etc. 

2 Tt may be well here to allude to a still more remarkable commission, | 
some twenty years later, namely in 1096, when William Rufus sent “in 
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The name of William Malet, connected ial that of 


Thorold, reminds me of a suggestion I once made,” that he 
. held Aulkborough, in Lincolnshire, T.R.E., “and was, to ~ 
that extent, as M. le Prévost held, ‘established in England — 


previously to the Conquest.’” 

Stapleton, whose name in such matters rightly carries 
great weight, maintained that because the Manor was held 
in 1086 by Ivo Tailbois, and is stated in Domesday “to have 
previously belonged to William Malet,” it must have been — 


alienated by William by a gift in frank marriage with a 
daughter, who must, he held, have married Ivo. But I ‘Tae 


pointed out, firstly, that “it is not the practice of Domesday 


to enter Manors held zz marittagio thus,’ and gave an in- 


stance (i. 197) “where we find Picot holding lands from 
Robert Gernon, which lands are entered in the Gernon fief — 
with the note: ‘ Has terras tenet Picot Vicecomes de Roberto | 
Gernon in maritagio femine suz.’” I can now, by the — 
kindness of Dr. Liebermann, add the instance of the 

Mandeville fief in Surrey, where we read of “Aultone”:— — 


‘De his hidis tenet Wesmam vi. hidas de Goisfrido filio — 
comitis Eustachii; hanc terram dedit ei Goisfridus de 


quadragesima optimates suos in Devenesiram et in Cornubiam et — 
Exoniam, Walcalinum, videlicet, Wyntonensemep iscopum, Randulphum 
regalem capellanum, Willelmum Capram, Hardinum Belnothi filium (é.e. 
Elnoth or Eadnoth ; see Greenfield’s De Meriet pedigree, p. 6) ad investi- 
ganda regalia placita. Quibus in placitis calumpniati sunt cuidam (sic) 
mansioni abbacie Taviensis,” etc. (Tavistock cartularly in Mon Ang., 
ii. 497). This eyre cannot be generally known, for Mr. T. A. Archer, 
in his elaborate biography of Ranulf Flambard, does not mention it. The 
association of Bishop Walkelin with Ranulf is specially interesting be- 
cause they are stated to have been left by the king next year (1097) as 
joint regents of the realm. The name, I may add, of “Willelmus filius 


Baldwini” among those to whom the consequent charter is addressed, 
Mon. Angl., ii. 497, is of considerable importance, because it is clearly 
that of the sheriff of Devon, and is proof therefore that Baldwin the — 


sheriff (Baldwin, son of Count Gilbert) had left a son William, who had 
succeeded to his shrievalty by 1096, and who was in turn succeeded by _ 
his brother, Richard Fitz Baldwin, sheriff under Hexary I. 


* Genealogist, viii. 4. 


=f Man al cum filia sua” >G 36). + se addition to this argu- i 


ment I urged that “in default of any statement to the con- _ a 
rary, we must always infer that the two holders named _ 
the survey are (A) the holder T.R.E,, (B) the holder in 
36.” ‘This would make William Malet the holder T.R.E. 
e Another ¢ ‘Norman ” on whom I would touch is “ Raberts 
fitz ~Wimare,” so often mentioned by Mr. Freeman... I © 
cack aim him too as a Breton, on his mother’s side at least, if — 
Ww arc, as seems to be the case, was his mother, for that — 
a distinctively Breton name. Mr. Freeman queried the | 
‘rapher’s description of him as “regis consanguineus,” 
1en at Edward’s death-bed; but he is clearly the 
Robertus regis SDUSsUE WINeTS » of the Waltham cust 4 
pwas also of kin to eee, e 


N. C, iii. ene Ge ea ii, eS 43 Hine iii. Lae 
4. Mr. A. S. Ellis has Bisested that “Elward filius Reinbaldi” (D.B., _ 
. 1706) King’s thegn in Glo’stershire “was evidently a son” of the chan- 
cellor. This suggestion is highly probable, and in any case, the thegn _ 
5 bearing this English name, it may fairly be presumed that his father — 
einbald was not of Botan birth. eS 


< 


> 


MR. FREEMAN AND THE BA TTLE OF 
HASTINGS. ae 


_ See > 


ee “Ora é o iaXupos Kawau pEvos aXe THY éavr oo adj é 
ep erry TO. vmapxovTa auTou. emay de tt {foXUPOTEpos aut 
ee émreh Oo viKnoY avrTov, THY mavowNay avToU atpet ep a éreTrolOeu. y 


narrative of the Battle ee Hastings. ior its a as he 
_. champion has well observed, is “the centre and the - very 
. heart of Mr. Freeman’s work; if he could blunder here in 
the most carefully elaborated passage of his whole history 
he could blunder anywhere; his reputation for accurac 
_ would be gone almost beyond hope of retrieving it.”? “And— 
_ indeed, it may fairly be described as. Mr. Freeman’s greatest 
achievement, the point where he is strongest of all. sit 
himself described the scene as the “ battle which is the: 
centre of my whole history,” and reminded us inal, 


é F Ae 
on its historic importance I need not dwell ; it is ‘the very ‘subject 
of my history. . . . Looking also at the fight simply as a bathers . 

it is one of the most memorable in all military history. 


That is the first point. The second is, that in his battle | , 
pieces our author was always at his best. Essentially an 
concrete historian, objective as Macaulay in his ‘treatment, ee 
he loved incident and action; loved them, | indeed, so well, 


that he could scarcely bring himself to omit the smallest - 
details of a skirmish :— 


1 Mr. T. A. Archer (Contemporary Review, March, 1893, p. 336). | 


Mr. Freeman at his Strongest” 7 


_E ripenso le mobili 
Tende, e i percossi valli, 
E ’1 campo dei manipoli, 
E londa dei cavalli. 


“8 Preeentor Wenahies has well described 
that wonderful discourse, one of his greatest triumphs—in which, 
ses flashing eye and thrilling voice, he made the great fight of 
~ Senlac—as he loved to call it, discarding the later name—which 
changed the fortunes of England and made her what she is, live and 
move before his hearers. 


My third point is, that his knowledge of the subject was 
nrivalled. He had visited the battle-field, he tells us, no 

ess than five times, accompanied by the best experts, civil 
and military, he could find; he had studied every authority, 
and read all that had been written, till he was absolutely — z 
master of every source of information. He had further — 
executed for him, by officers of the Royal Engineers, an 
ea pian of the battle based on his unwearied studies. 


2 ‘Thus was siete hat “very lucid ane quite oHeinal 
account of the battle,” as Mr. G. T. Clark describes it, 

which we are about to examine; that “detailed account of — 
the battle that Mr. Hunt, in his Norman Britain, describes - 


Rcxa epic a eandcur’ 


THE NAME OF “SENLAC.” 


Before we approach the great battle, it is necessary to 
_ speak plainly of the name which Mr. Freeman gave it, the 
excruciating name of “Senlac.” It is necessary, because 
we have here a perfect type of those changes in nomen- 
__ clature on which Mr. Freeman insisted, and which always 
remind one of Macaulay’ 's words :— = 


Mr. Mitford piques himself on spelling better than any of his 
eas. and this not only in ancient names, which he mangles 
in defiance both of custom and of reason. ..+ In such cases © 


52 established usage is considered as law by all writers ead M 
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ow 


_ Mitford . . . but he proceeds on no principle but that of being 
unlike the rest of the world. Every child has heard of Linneeus ; 
therefore Mr. Mitford calls him Linné. Rousseau is known all over 
Europe as Jean Jacques; therefore Mr. Mitford bestows on him the 
strange appellation of John James. ; Pe 


None of Mr. Freeman’s peculiar “notes” is more familia 
than this tendency, and none has given rise to bites 
controversy or more. popular amusement. “ Pedantry” — 
was the charge brought against him, and to this charge’ 
he was as keenly sensitive as was Browning to that of 
“obscurity.” Of both writers it may fairly be said that 
they evaded rather than met the charge brought against 
them. The Regius Professor invariably maintained that — 
accuracy, not “ pedantry,” was his true offence. Writing, © 3 
in the Fortnightly Review, on “The Study of Estoryra! he : 
set forth his standing defence in these words :— ¥ 


223 

I would say, as the first precept, Dare to be accurate, You é 
will be called a pedant for doing so, but dare to be accurate all the 3 
same. = 


He who shall venture to distinguish between two English 
boroughs, between two Hadriatic islands, when the authorized — 
caterer for the public information thinks good to confound them, _ ae 
must be content to bear the terrible name of pedant, even if no worse 
fate still is in store for him. __ - 


Was, then, our author a mere Peary or was this thee 
name that ignorance bestowed on knowledge? For an 
-answer to this question, “Senlac” is a test-case. “ Every 
child,” in Macaulay’s words, had heard of the Battle of 
Hastings; it was known by that name “all over Europe” _ 
from time immemorial. Unless, therefore, that name was 
wrong, it was wanton and mischievous to change it; and, 
even if changed, it was indefensible to substitute the ‘name 
_ of Senlac, unless there is proof that the battle was so a 
_ when it was fought. . 

As to the first of these points, the old name was in no i 
sense wrong. ery. as the battle of Poitiers was fought 


e miles a Poiters = so was it with that of Hastings 

Yet we all speak of the Battle of Poitiers, although we 
ight substitute the name of Maupertuis more legitimately 
han that of Senlac. The only plea that Mr. F reeman 
d advance was that people were led by the old name to 
agine Bios the battle was ee at Hastings itself! LOR 


e ME Kerslake fiat es 


nstead of lifting i ignorance to competence by teaching what ought © 
be known, they cut down what ought to be known to the capacity — 
f those who are deficient of that knowledge. Instead of making 
them understand the meaning of the ancient and established word 
o-Saxon,” they disturb the whole world of learning with an 
st violent attempt to turn out of use the established word, which 

; been thoroughly understood for ages. 


The simple answer to Mr. Freeman’s contention is, that 
is needless to make the change in histories, because those 


The change, therefore, was uncalled for. But it was not. 
=m ely uncalled for; it was also absolutely wrong. “To 
battle itself,” Mr. Freeman wrote, “I restore its true 

ent name of Senlac.” In so doing the writer acted in 


ogists, Mr. Freeman himself included. I am reminded of 

the protest of the Society of Antiquaries on hearing “with — 
‘much regret that a fifteenth-century pinnacle” at Rochester — 

. Cathedral “Gs in danger of destruction in order that a 

nodern pinnacle, professing to represent that which stood 

n the place in the twelfth century, may be set up in its 

- Precisely such a “restoration” is Mr. Freeman’s 

Professing to represent the ancient name of the - 

ttle, it is substituted for that name which the battle has 

pagers: the ieee of the pea” to our own. In 


sty ~ breath, tells us that Battle Abbey was founded as “cceno- 43 


4g 2 Mr. Freeman himself that 


Pe 


‘ 
- 


of Hastings ; ie 


7 oe ae 
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“the Battle of Hastings” (Bellum Hastingense), and ail Mr. 
Freeman’s efforts failed admittedly to discover any record | 
or any writer who spoke of the Battle of Senlac (Bellum 
Senlacium) save Orderic alone. Now Orderic wrote two | = 
generations after the battle was fought; the name he — 
strove to give it fell from his pen stillborn; and the fact See 
that this name was a fad of his own is shown by what Mr. — ¥ 
‘Freemai~sucpresced, namely, that Orderic, in the same 


bium Sancte Trinitatis Senlac,” whereas we learn from x 


the usual title is “ecclesia Sancti Martini de Bello,” “ecclesia de — 
Bello,” or, as we have seen, in English “pst mysnter et pare — 
Bataille.” The fuller form, ‘‘ Abbas Sancti Martini de loco Belli,” — 


appears in Domesday, 110: but it is commonly called in the Survey — 
“ecclesia de Labatailge.” ; 


So much for Orderic’s authority. 6 aa 

‘So violent an innovation as this of our author’s could not — 
pass unchallenged. _Mr. Frederic Harrison threw down the — 
gauntlet (Contemporary Review, January, 1886), attacking, Sig 
in a brilliant and incisive article, Mr. Freeman’s “ pedantry tek = 
along the whole line. But he chiefly complained of . 


~ 


a far more serious change of name that the “Old English” school — 
have introduced; which, if it were indefinitely extended, would — 
wantonly confuse historical literature. I mean the attempt to alter 
names which are the accepted landmarks of history. It is now 
thought scholarly to write of “the Battle of Sexdac” instead of “the 
Battle of Hastings.” As every one knows, the fight took place on 
the site of Battle Abbey, seven miles from Hastings ; as so many — 
great battles, those of Tours, Blenheim, Cann, Chalons, and the & 


like, have been named from places not the actual spot ofthe combat, _ 
But since for 800 years the historians of Europe have. spoken of 
“the Battle of Hastings,” it does seem a little pedantic to rename it. _ : 
The sole authority for “ Battle of Senlac” is Orderic, a monk 

who lived and wrote in Normandy in the next century. Yet, on the ™ 
strength of this secondary authority, the “Old English” school 


* 
choose to erase from English literature one of our most familiar — os 
names, ; Sea 


The Battlefield had No Nabe we 37 


Fieeuars Gonder must be noticed, because singu- 
4 la y characteristic. Treating Mr. Eason “de haut en 
” he expressed surprise that his friends should expect 
m to reply to an article which had merely amused him, | 
-and—unable, of course, to adduce any fresh authority for 
«Senlac”—denounced his critic for a “reckless raid into» 
egions where he does not know the road.” For this charge. 
ere was no foundation in the matter of which we treat. 
Freeman persisted that he had given the battle “ the. 
y name that I found for it anywhere” (which we Pe 
was not the case), and sarcastically observed that <s 
do is certainly ‘pedantic,’ for it conduces to accuracy.” 
The truth is simply that the site of the battle had no 
eatall. As the professor himself wrote :— 
The spot was then quite unoccupied and Angie: nothing i in 
of the narratives ee the existence or so, village c or Ss 


ia. of Hastings, or, ei): hee wished to Be more exact, 
- had to describe it, by periphrasis, as fought on “ the 
te which is now called Battle.” 

Henry of Huntingdon, our author télls us, is guilty, 
thor gh otherwise well informed, of “a statement so gro- 
squely inaccurate as that Harold ‘aciem suam construxit 
plans Flastinges’” Why “grotesque”? It would be 
ctly accurate to describe a battle, even seven miles from 
aes as sone on Salisbury Plain; while, as to the 
pile horror of field- ania may have caused 


ut ie fact is that the ee difficulty arose from Ke 
“singular narrowness that cramped our author’s mind, and 


_ 2Mr. Freeman saw nothing grotesque in Orderic’s seschiniom of | 
er, as Min plano sita” (Vorm. Congq., iv. 153), though its site “sets 


ter distinetly among the hill cities” (Freeman’s Zxe/er, p. 6). 
Z 


~~ yinced was he of this, that he forced his authorities into z. 
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that lies at the root, when :ightly understood, of his most 
distinctive tenets. For he was a pedant, after all. And, a 
observe, this “pedantry” did, in practice, conduce not toy 
true accuracy, but to the very reverse, Paradoxical though 
this may sound, it is literally true. Let us take a striking aa 
instance. In his account of the attack on Dover in 1067, — 
Mr. Freeman argued, “from the distinct mention of oppidum — : 
~and oppidant in Orderic,” that it was not the castle, as” a 
supposed, but the town that was attacked. And so cone 


harmony with his view against their plain meaning. This 
was because he was not aware that Orderic—“ my dear old = 
friend Orderic,” as in one place he terms him—was in the 7 is 
habit of using oppidum for castle. He must have after- 
wards discovered this; for his theory was tacitly and et 
significantly dropped, and the old version substituted, in ~ 
a subsequent edition. Again, an article on “City and 
Borough,” which he contributed to Macmzllan’s Magazine, — 
was based on the fundamental assumption that czvztas, in 5 
the Norman period, must have had a specialized denotation. | 
The fact that, on the contrary, the same town is spoken of — 
as a civitas and as a durgus, cuts the ground from under 

this assumption, and, with it, destroys the whole of a <3 
elaborate superstructure. Our authors method, in short, os 
placed him in standing conflict with every outa for 
his period. Never was “the sacredness of words” treated — 
as of less account; never, indeed, were words more : 
wantonly changed. What would Mr. Freeman have said _ 
had he known that the compilers of that sacrosanct record, 
Domesday Book itself, revelled in altering the wording of — 
the sworn original returns? Such was the spirit of the — 
men whose language he strove to limit shy a terminology 
as precise as that of modern philosophy. » 

I may have wandered somewhat’ from “Senlac,” but 
my object was to show that Mr. Freeman misunderstood — 
twelfth-century writers by assigning to them his own 
peculiarities. It did not in any way follow from theirs 


weet j 


| Peda antry not Accuracy 


ng 56 a “Battle of Hastings” that they “ soled 
posed it to have been fought at the town itself: chee 
owed themselves an elasticity, both in word and. phrase, 
ich was so alien to himself that he could not realize its 
xistence, and therefore accused them of ignorance because. 
ir language was different from his. In the same Spirit 2am 
would never admit that the “Castellum Warham” of 
Pe Domesday Book was no other than Corfe Castle, although, 


as att, See and Mr. Bond have shown, the: fact. is certain. < 


question, as. Sete ee sf Sanlonice 0 j iS 
Peni, found—in France? One is reminded of his own | -— 
ae on the name “ Duncombe Park”: 


_ When he lands of { Helmsley were made to take the name of — 


i ry oie and ma sweep ae a ede hates Ben ties bos ae 
- commit on the treasury of the nation. 


ow came a French “ Senlac” in “Old 1 English one mee 
. name is as obviously foreign as “Senlis” itself, and the 
occurrence, in later days, of “Santlache” as a local field-— 

= ‘mame, cannot avail against this fact, or prove that this 
- open down, in days before the Conquest, could have borne ~ 
Therefore, when Mr. Freeman wrote that sae e 


ae of Senlac,’ he was Salley not only | of Spaeheoniah age 
but of a “ real wrong to geography,” and, in: the ‘nlamé-of 
A accuracy, he introduced error. 


8 That I may not be Fesused of passing over any Aeience of Mr. Free- . 
an, I give the reference to Mr. Archer’s letter in Academy of 4th Novem- 
ber, 1893, arguing, as against Mr. Harrison, that the story of a great : 
“naval engagement” in 1066 may probably be traced “to the seaside 
ezastons of the name Hastings. ” Unfortunately. for him, Mr. Freeman 
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I have: gone ‘hes carefully into this mater eres t ie 
‘name has been meekly adopted by historians, and even by 
Weeioar st thereby proving the power of that enGeney to 


‘THE PALISADE. 


The distinctive peculiarity of the English tactics, we 
learn from Mr. Freeman at the outset, is found in an 
_ entirely novel device introduced on this occasion by Haro 
Instead of merely forming his troops in the immemor 
array known as the shield-wall, he turned “the battle as 
‘ far as possible into the likeness of a siege,”* by building | 
aa around them a “palisade” of solid timber. How large a — 
part this “palisade” plays in Mr. Freeman’s story may bes 
- gathered from the fact that it is mentioned at least a score a 
of times in his account of the great battle. This “fortress _ a 
of timber,” with its “wooden walls,” had “a triple gate, of [am 
entrance,” and was composed of “firm barricades of ash 
and other timber, matted in so close together that not a 
crevice could be seen.” ‘Sent, ag e 
It would be easier for me to edend with this « palisade ” 
if one could form a clear idea of what it represented to Mr. 
Freeman’s mind. Judging from the passages quoted above, . 


himself had quoted this wild story (iii. 729) anid suggested quite adifferent — 
explanation, namely, that it originated, not in the Battle of Hastings but 
in some real “naval operations.” : ; 
oS 4 Since this passage appeared in pate my opponents themselves Haves Z 
» oe written of the Battle of Hastings (sic), and Mr. Archer has admitted that — 
“to speak of Senlac in ordinary conversation, or in ordinary writing, is 
a piece of pedantry” (Academy ut supra). On my own use of the eoa el 
before I had examined Mr. Freeman’s authority, see p. 3 353: : 
5 Norm. Covig., iii. 444. 


rom his praising Henry of Huntingdon for his “admir- 
comparison of Harold’s camp to a castle”;® I was 
to believe that he imagined precisely such a timber 
I as crowned in those days a castle mound. Such ae 
fence is well shown in the Bayeux Tapestry, crowning 
EE mound which ae threw so at Hastings. 


ae Fae bes wae as to those of ss Witliatn's: own camp _ 
ut “isalate (. 447). ss up this es we find 


whee Hee i 
ae es come out arth es aXe ; oie saw “the fosse dug, ee 3 
the SE eeges thrown we (p. 419). ee fad already built a fort a 


saihat nie meant—it gives us, I think we may ang say, 
eneral idea of his “palisade.” It was certainly no mere 
row of stakes,’ no heap of cottage window frames,’ no fan- 
ec LN of shields tied to sticks,” no “adbattis of some 


6 ge p- 737: my ‘ 
7 Mr. Archer writes :—~“ Pe/ is literally ‘stake,’ and originally, ofcourse, 
represented the upright or horizontal stakes: which go to make a pali- uate 
sade” (Eng. Hist. Rev., ix. 6). _ 
aoe Ibid., p. 10. The word which Mr. Freeman (and others) rendered 
“ash” is rendered “ yandows, of farm dwellings” by Mr. Archer (see 
: elow, p- 402). 
° Mr. Archer would Have ‘us believe that “Mr. Freeman really had in 
is . . . areal wall of real shields and stakes” (zdéd., p. 16), — 
at the English would “strap up their shields to the pies 3 would 
ine fs “their spe ao pe and so forth (p. “ep 


Mr, Freeman a ind the Battle ay . 


- pions may pretend. As for the Scpomiors of the® valisade 
they cannot even agree among themselves as to what it 
really was. Mr. Archer produces a new Rie” o1 
to throw it over almost as soon as it is produced.” 
{ seeks to know for certain what one is expected cee 
_{ with; but, so far as it is possible to learn, nobody can 
== one. There is only a succession of dissolving views, 
one is left to deal with a nebulous hy pothesis.” faa on 
Mr. Freeman wrote of his “palisade” as a mere “ devel 
“ment of the usual tactics of the shield- wall”; but this 
-an obvious misconception. It might, indeed, be used a 
a substitute for the “shield-wall,” and would enable . 
_ troops behind it to adopt a looser formation ; but to. 
- suppose that they were ranged “closely together in the 
thick array of the shield-wall,” with. this second wall 
front of them, is surely absurd. Till the “wooden wal 
were broken the “shield-wall” was needless. To ret 
the disadvantages of its close order, when that order had 
- been rendered needless, would have been simply insane. 
~ Yet. this insanity, ‘in our author’s eyes, was “the master-_ 
re skill of Harold.’ ” Was there time, moreover, to construct 


as we learn, “on the caivall of ieecla ” Lastly eae S a5 
there be material on the spot for a palisade (see ground — 
plan) about a mile in length?™ These awkward points” at) 
. may not have occurred to Mr. Freeman; but to others they = 

will, I think, cause some uneasiness. ie us then examine 
Mr. Freeman’s authorities for the existence of this palisade 


~ bs 7 by, 


"Eng. Hist. Rev., ix. 232. 
2 See Eng. Hist. Rev., 1x. 232-3, 237-8, 240. x 


18 The difficulty of hauling timber even a short distance over broken _ 
and hilly ground “in an October of those days 7 (N.C, tii. 446) must not 
- be forgotten. 


‘Mr. FREEMAN'S anes For) IT. 


his note. on “The Details of the Battle of Senlac” (iii, 
ae Freeman oS emai that he had dais. het 


Each ae can ra jindge for ponselt how far my narrative f : eS 
borne out by my authorities. peas 


ally” keeping to this Brincinle I propose to test his 
statements by the authorities he gives for them himself. _ 


[ therefore address myself to the ee in Henry of 


he passage Sree on by the historian, is this -— 


um ergo Haroldus totam gentem ‘suam in una acie eericutanes 
et et quasi castelium inde construxisset ™ impenetrabiles erant 
annis iit. 444, note). 


F reeman thus paraphrased Henry’ s words,— 


é occupied and fortified, as thoroughly as the time and the 
; _ mea s at his command would allow, a post of great natural strength, — 
hich he made into what is distinctly spoken of as a castle (¢bid.).° — 


' ugh the writer made it his complaint against one of 
ane editors in the Rolls -series that he could not “ construe 
> we see that the same failing led him here him- 
ato error. Inde refers, and can only refer, to Harold’s. : 
.. themselves. A fortress Harold wrought; but he 
wrought it of flesh and blood: it was behind no ramparts 
that the soldiers of Eugiend awaited the onset of the | 
The metaphor, of course, is a common one. Heme of — 
‘Huntingdon himself recurs to it, when describing that - 
-“acies,” at the Battle of Lincoln, which Stephen “circa 
Bae cc ha strictissime collocavit” (p. 271), as Harold, he 
wrote, © pee suam in una acie strictissime locasset ” 


4 The italics are Mr. Pesca s own. fe} 
15 He even ZaROks of it as “the main castle” (Arch Sate xl. 359): 


. (p. By For ne shows us Stephen’s “acies’ > assailed Is 
~ castellum.”*® In the same spirit an Irish bard. tells us how 
his countrymen, on the battle-field of Dysert O’Dea (10 
: May, 1318), closed in their ranks, “like a ene  elcitou 
as their enemies surged around them. 
_ indeed, to describe as “quasi castellum ” 


“of shields,” as Mr. Fieetiad feeeies it ae Hiastlaga: its 
(iii, 492), at’ Stamford Bridge (iii. 372), at Maldon Ge sh 
gan even in earlier aay Gi. 151) > ; 


ae first ar Mr. Erecan ones that ie himself. z sho 
never think of using it to prove a palisade.® Exit, ther 
fore, Henry of Pentagon: ; F 


(2) Wace. 
Two passages, and two alone, are in question — 


(A) Il. 6991- -6994, mnie Mr. eee has paraphrased. 
thus: — 


. = 


Wace. . Mr. Pareien: eee 
_ ~Heraut a le lieu esgarde, He occupied the hill; he sur- 
_ Closre le fist de boen fosse, _ rounded it on all its accessible! 
De treis parz laissa treis entrees _ sides by a palisade, with a triple” & 
Qu il a garder a commandees. _ gate of entrance, and defended it 
to the south by an artificial | ditch ; 
“ieee — 


; PSA ‘ 
: .: Miss Norgate (Angevin Rings} follows him, re of their as- 
_ Sailants striving “to assault them as if besieging a fortress.” One is re- oe 
minded of Mr. Fieeman’s remark as to Hastings, that Harold turned | 
“the battle as far as possible into the likeness of a siege” (see above). 
“Men ranged so closely together in the thick array of the shield-wall” - 
pega 7): 


® Cont. Rev., March, 1893. “ Eng. Hist. Rev., ie TZ 


NS 


ss 


‘criticism on this has fear eon the first that Wate y 
eaks only of a ditch, and that Mr. Freeman has not — 
introduced here. the alleged palisade, from which 
ace’s “fosse” was quite distinct, but has also transferred 
that palisade the “treis entrees” of the fosse. That Mr. — 


eman_ did treat the “ palisade” and the “fosse” as oe 
a) 


inct and considerably apart is proved by this passage :— 


The Normans had crossed the [sic] English fosse, and were now at | 
1e foot of the ‘hill with the Penssties and the axes Tight before them, 


- 476). 


pa eae as oe “artificial | age is ot which Mr. 


“Therefore, that “artificial ditch i - 
r Riis. view, ee in the valley to the south, and had 
g to do with that “palisade” which he placed on the — 


—- 


On Ris7. own Saati the above ase make no 


Fet 0 orent devant els escuz 
De fenestres @ d’altres fuz, 
Devant els les orent levez, 
Come cleies joinz @ Serrez ; 
Fait en orent devant closture, 
_N’i laissierent nule jointure, 
‘Par onc Normant entr’els venist 
Qui desconfire les volsist. 
~D’escuz e d’ais s’avironoent, 
- Issi deffendre se quidoent 
Et s'il se fussent bien tenu, 
Ta ne fussent le ior vencu. 


In his first edition, writing, I believe, under the influence 
ewer version, Mr. Freeman weeve these lines in a 


a > My nt ede renty to Mr. echien: s attempt to confuse the “fosse” and 
alisade will be found i in £. RDS 1X. 213, 214 


‘There is thus no possible doubt as to Mr. Freeman’s 


poets eee 


346 Mr. Freeman and the Battle of 


~ 


Has 


ee 


u 


~ then looked on them as describing his palisade.™! as 2) 
his “second edition, revised,” in preparing which he 


_ “minutely through every line, and corrected or improv 
ae whatever seemed to need correction or improvem 
ae (py.), he transferred these lines to his appendix on 
. battle, where he wrote concerning them as follows:— 


- {(At Maldon) the English stood, as at Senlac, in the array com 
to. them and their enemies—a strong line, or rather wedge, of i 
 fantry, forming a wall with their shields (i. 271).]” sat 

Of the array of the shield-wall we have often heard already, as at 
Maldon (see vol. i. p. 271), but it is at Senlac that we get the fulle 
descriptions of it [sic] all the better for coming in the mouths of 

enemies. Wace gives his description, 12941: _ 


“Fet orent devant els escuz ~ 
De fenestres ¢ d’altres fuz; wee 
Devant els les orent levez. — ieee 


i 


Et s'il se fussent bien tenu * 
Ja ne fussent li jor vencu.”  _ = 


So William of Malmesbury, 241. “ Pedites omnes cum bipennibus 
~-conserta ante se scutorum testudine, .impenetrabilem cuneu 
 faciunt; quod profecto illis e& die saluti fuisset, nisi Norm: 
-simulat& fuga more suo confertos manipulos laxassent.” ~ So at the 
battle of the Standard, according to Aithelred of Rievaux (343) 
—soutis scuta junguntur, lateribus latera conseruntur” (iii. 763-4). < 


oo Lhe unquestionable meaning of Mr. Freeman’s. words 
that Wace’s lines (like the other passages) describe the time 
honoured shield-wall, “the fortress of shields, so often s ng 
eo OF alike in English and in Scandinavian minstrelsy” (iii 
Bees 3 72 Joe: : me FE area 
Appealing to this, his own verdict, in my original article, 
. ‘I spoke of these lines as referring to the “shield-wall,” and 
: # , ¥ 


tame 


_ He paraphrased “escuz de fenestres & @altres fuz” as. eR see 
-cades of ash and other timber.” : ma nid 

» I supply the passage in square brackets (the italics are my own) from 

the earlier volume to explain Mr. Freeman’s reference. _ : ie case 


Quarterly Review, July, 1892, p. 14 est 


aintained that “escuz” meant Fesskay ea “ barricades,” 

also, it will be seen, must have been Mr. Freeman’s 

, when he pronounced these lines to be a description of © 

shield-wall. I therefore declared that the only evidence ~ 

adduced for his palisade had been demonstrably obtained 

misconstruing his Latin, and (on his own snowing) by 

ating his French. — 

s has been my case from the first: it remains my case 

‘Unlike our forefathers on the hill of battle, I will not | 
yed into peeking “the line of the shield- wall.” * 


Brod: loth to sruee into the text the wearisome details of contro- io en 


especially where they are »ihil ad rem, and have no bearing on my 

ent. But, lest I should be charged with ignoring any defence of 
Freeman, I will briefly explain in yen note the attigade adopted Py 
champions. — 


1 the Contemporary Review of March, ier: Mr. T. A. Archer pro- 
a reply to my original article (Quarterly Review, July, 1892), or — 


3 


to that part of it which dealt with the Battle of Hastings. De-, ~ 


4 ing my. attack on the palisade to be my “only definite and palpable 
5 against Mr. PICEA s account” (p. 353), which, it will be found, 

F poe Mr. Freeman to have been 

To do 


antly reminded by me (Atheneum, March 18th, April sth, 1893), 
Mr. Freeman himself had taken it as a description of the shield-wall, 
challenged to account for the fact, again charged (Quarterly Review, i 

1893, p. 88), with “ignoring a fact in the presence of which his 

orate argument collapses like a house of cards,” further challenged : 
cademy, 16th September, 1893) to reconcile Mr. Freeman’s words 
763-4), with his representation of the historian’s position, Mr. 
Archer continued to shirk the point, till in the Euglish Historical Review 
of January, 1894, he grudgingly confessed that “the discovery that a 
d-wall. (of some sort or other) was implied in this so-called ‘crucial 
passage,’ is due to Mr. Freeman” (p. 3), but he and Miss Norgate en- 
d eavoured to urge that it could not be as I imagined, the shield-wall that 
ad always spoken of (pp. 3, 16, 62). Even this feeble evasion, now 

s to be sroppes since ef Grpaned of it (zbzd., 22 25- 227), 


x 348. Mr. Freeman and the Battle of Hasti 


f ere 
My oe AGAINSE TT; 


" position: I need ig feats my argument : as it) appea 
in the Quarterly Review. — . 


Raney 1 Ess eae that if he (Mr. Freeman) found it needful, in hiss ‘sto y 
: a the great battle, to mention this en about ¢ a score of tim i 


ie the Bayeux Tapestry itself, ahich tie a ese at t 
head, will be searched in vain for a palisade, or for anything fai 
resembling it, from beginning to end of the battle.?° 


oe On this passage we take our stand: it is the very essence of 
case. We made our statement “ without fear of contradiction” ; 
it is not contradicted. Moreover, we can now further strengthen 
by appealing to Baudri’s poem,” ® an authority of the first rank, 
_ which, as in the others, there is no allusion t to the existence of any. 
uss palisade.” = 


Wace’ s poem. 
Freeman failed to ae from it any proof of a patisate cae p 
__ ferred to leave it an open question whether Wace ies or did ees = 
believe the English to have fought behind a palisade. 
Mr. Freeman’s evidence, that question did not arise. 


The seen oF coats as. er 
eas reminds us, magnified the odds against them : “ Nothing 
but the special favour of God could have given his servants a victory 
over their enemies, which was truly miraculous” (p. 440). William 
of Poitiers, he adds (p. 479), sets forth their difficulties in detail :— 

__ “Angli nimium adjuvantur superioris loci opportunitate, quem — a 
sine procursu tenent, et maxime conferti; atque ingenti quoque — = 
numerositate sud atque validissima corpulentia ; preeterea pugnee Jeamied 
instrumentis, quee facile per scuta vel alia tegmina viam inveniunt.” 

ep ae William who was not only a contemporary writer, but, says ~ ; 


Q. &., July, 1892, p. 15. 
be ae below, p. 368. 


? Freeman e 7. 5 7); Pe aio ” the site, had, obviously, every * 
ent to include, among the difficulties of the Normans, that — 


“development,” which according to Mr. Freeman (P. 444, hy 


Bye the: foresight of Harold” had introduced on this occasion, and 
‘s ich, he assures us, involved “a frightful slaughter ” of the Normans. 2 
And yét this writer is absolutely silent, both here and throughout 
the battle, as to the existence of a barricade of any sort or kind.” 


Sa 4 Here I would briefly refer to certain misrepresentations. om 
Archer claimed, in his original article (Cont. Rev., 344) 


“a “mainly rely” upon Wace, on the ground that I did so ie 
2, aie I was obliged to describe this statement at once 
“the exact converse of the truth.’ pee eEOt. ab will bestia 


eo ae Stcdce “of the bt Tapestry. Tt is much to os ae 
. ae gee Me. Archer has Se dees re ee his) ee 


re es might well seek es avoid the Bayeux opera 


or its evidence is dead against him, and he cannot explain — oe 
away. His first attempt was a brief allusion, accepting 
thority without question, but suggesting that it might 


ent that part of the line where the barricade was 

e! Of this suggestion I at once disposed by showing | 

‘it is “not only absolutely without foundation, but is 
directly opposed to Mr. Freeman’s theory, and, does. to 
his express statements.”” Forced to drop this “explanation: : 
my opponent, in his next article, fell back on the desperate 
" device of repudiating the authority of the Tapestry,” “the 
most authentic record” of the battle according to the late 
i ‘Professor, who was never weary of insisting on its 
aS. paramount importance.” On my showing, beyond the 
es EY. of aoeeos, that this amounted to rejecting 


9, R., July 1893 p. 84. 
ed baci March 18, 1893. 
® Eng. Hist. Rev., ix. 40. ‘Ibid, p. 58. Cont. Rev., 351. 
oy, 8 Eng. Hist. Rev., ix. 27, 28. 


350 «Mr. Freeman and the Battle of Hasten 
ae everything that Mr. Freeman had written on the subj 
Mr. Archer once more shifts his tactics, and now write: 


thus :— Pian. ee 


If any fact in Hastings is more certain than another, it is that a 
the beginning of the battle the main body of the English was posted — 
onahill. Now “the priceless record” —the Bayeux Tapestry—repre- — 
sents them on a plain. If the Tapestry could leave out this ce 
feature—the hill of Senlac—from its picture of the opening battle, stil 

-- more easily could it leave out the intricate barriers upon the hill. 


This ad captandum argument is disposed of as eas: 
as the others. The Tapestry does not concern itself wit 
landscape, and shows us neither a hill nor a plain. I 
could not, on a narrow strip, shew us “the hill of Senlac,” — 

but it could—and would—show us the alleged palisade. 
For not only does it strive under every difficulty to re- 
present such objects as churches, castles and houses, bt 
it faithfully shows us the “palisade”® raised by William 

at Hastings itself And if it be urged that it could 1 
depict men fighting behind such a defence, let us turn to _ 
the scene at Dinan. If we compare it with the open 
scene of the great battle itself, we see precisely similar 

horsemen advancing to the attack, similar infantry resist- 
ing that attack, and similar spears flying between them. 
But at Dinan the defenders have a palisade, and on the 
hill of battle they have not." SS ke Sine 


he 


4 Keng. Hist. Rev., 219-225. ; a 
oat Ibid. ix. 607. The italics are Mr. Archer’s own. His own trusted 
authority, Wace, posts the English in “un champ” (ii. 7729, 7769)! 
% Norman Conquest, iii. 419, 420. — ay athe 


°7 No one, of course, would treat the Tapestry like a modern illustrated — 

_ journal; but if it be fairly treated, in Mr. Freeman’s spirit, one’s real 
wonder is that, under such obvious limitations, the designer should have 

_ been so successful as he has. Nowhere, perhaps, is the painstakin 
accuracy of the Bayeux Tapestry better seen than in its miniature repr 
sentation of the fortress at Dinan. It shows us the moéte, or artificial — 
mound, surrounded by its ditch, and even the bank beyond the ditch, 
together with the wooden bridge springing (as we know it did in =e 
castles) from that bank to the summit of the mound. : es 


The Bayeus Ti apestry Zig: pC 


‘ ay But t although the eine of the Bayeux Tapestry, Mr. 
aa man’s own supreme authority, remains absolutely un- 
gs it must not be supposed that I rely on that evidence — 
I attach as much importance as ever—and so will, 
I think, all ea ced ag the other portion’ of my 


eee nr not value so highly as he did what he deemed the supreme 
authority for the battle, I need only print Mr: Freeman’s words, parallel 


; with his own comments, to show how their character is distorted. 
Mr FREEMAN,” Mr. ARCHER. ae 
a 


The testimony of Florence is ~ He rejects the Tapestry’s ac 
_ confirmed by a witness more un- count of Harold’s coronation, 
-exceptionable than all, by the ear- following Florence of Worcesters 
liest and most trustw orthy witness statement— that Harold was fees 
on the Norman side, by the con- crowned by Aldred, Archbishop ee 
temporary Tapestry . . . in of York—in avowed opposition = 
__ everystatementbutone . . . to his own reading of the 
oar The Tapestry implies—it can Tapestry, i.¢., that Harold Was a 
ee hardly be said directly to afirm— crowned by Stigand. ae. 
my t the consecrator was Stigand s gt 
(iii. 582). The representation in — = 
Tapestry is singular. J¢ does , - 
t show Stigand crowning ov ee 
an ointing, Harold (iii. 620). i. 


‘It has been remarked by } Mr. _—‘— Herejects én totothe Tapestry’s 
Planché and others, that at this version of Edward the Confessor’s oe 
point the order of time is forsaken; _ death, for that “priceless record” ° 
the burial of Eadward is placed makes Edward buried before he ame 
_beforehisdeathbedanddeath. On died! Mr.Freeman,and perhaps 
_ this Dr. Bruce says very truly : not altogether without reason, 
ae “the ‘seeming inconsistencyis very follows the saner notion of other 
eS easily explained, ”etc., etc. (ili.587) authorities, that Edward died 
ee) x, 4 1. donot think that any before he was buried (ER a 
one who makes the comparison ix. 607). Sh; 
- minutely (between the Tapestry — : a . 
and the Life) will attach much im- ; 
portance to the sceptical remarks — 3 
of Mr. Planché (ib.). 
‘ One would hardly imagine from Mr. Archer's sneers that Mr. Freeman 
really vindicated the Tapestry from its “seeming inconsistency,” did 
one not know him, as a writer, to be capable de tout. 
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important a part in the battle that Mr. Freeman. found it. 
needful to mention it at least a score of times, it is prac- -« 
tically inconceivable that all the authorities I enumerate e 
should have absolutely ignored its existence. Judging ? - 
from Mr. Freeman’s own experience, it would be simply 
impossible to describe the battle without mentioning the : 
“ palisade.” 

It is very significant that when we turn to a ~ real 
feature of the English line, namely its close array, we find — 
the above authorities as unanimous in mentioning the ace 

as they are in ignoring that “curious defence,”*® those 
“intricate barriers,’ as Mr. Archer terms them, “upon the _ 
hill.” ® . Rei 

The fight has raged so fiercely around this “palisade” 

that I have been obliged to discuss it at somewhat dispro- | 
portionate length. But to sum up, we have now seen, 
firstly, that the alleged palisade was a new “development,” 
and needs, as such, special proof of its existence; secondly, 
that of Mr. Freeman’s proofs, one at least-must admittedly . 
‘be abandoned, while he himself has impugned the other ;4° — 
thirdly, that the evidence, both positive and presumptive, | 
is altogether opposed to the existence of a palisade. In 
the narrative of the battle we shall find Mr. Freeman 
interpolating the alleged defence solely from his own imagi- __ 
nation, such references proving, on inquiry, to be imaginary s 
and imaginary alone.” 


8 Cont. Rev. Meine 
8 Eng. Hist. Rev., ix. 607. 


0] wish, as I have done throughout, to make it absolutely clear that 
I am here concerned only with Mr. Freeman’s rendering of Wace. If 
we are to go outside that rendering and discuss Wace de novo, it is best 
to do so in a fresh section. This I hope to do below, when I shall discuss 
the question of his authority (which has not yet arisen), and shall also 
propound my own explanation of the now famous disputed passage. - 


“1 In my first article (Q. &., July, 1892, pp. 15-16) I pointed out that 
the great weight attached to Mr. Freeman’s statements had of course 
; “secured universal acceptance” for the palisade, and that it figures “now 
in every history.” Mr. Archer, in his ie paper, refers to these 


? 


e 
‘ 


Fact. and Fiction 


rks (Eng. Hist Ren. ix. 602) and triumphantly charges me with 
ontradiction in having myself once accepted it, like every one else. © 
fers to an incidental allusion by me in the Dictionary of National ; 
-aphy so many years ago that I was unaware of its existence. I 
ae glad to be reminded of the fact that I did allude, in early 5 
, to the <> spalisade ” and to “ Speco for it apse the Very point 


ing accuracy ats Be palhlessly Gistoyed lest others should be ao 
aught, as I was, to accept his oe as supreme. 


found for it [the ae an authority i in William of Poitiers: and Vee 
far beyond Mr. Freeman himself in giving us the name of the man 
fest broke it down.” oer 


w has Mr. Archer produced the alleged “ contradiction ” ? He has 
n a passage from my notice of Robert de Beaumont, written years 
e I had made any independent investigation of the Battle of Hastings, 
yhen I thought, like the rest of the world, that I might, here at any 
safely follow Mr. Freeman, when it was only a matter of a passing 
sion to the fight. The following parallel passages will prove, beyond — 
shadow of doubt, that I here merely followed Mr. Freeman, accepting ee 
s own authority—William of Poitiers—for the incident. Anyoneinmy = 
lace would have done the same. But Mr.-Archer asserts that, on the 
trary, I went “far beyond Mr. Freeman himself in giving us the name 
he man who first broke it down.” Let us see if this definite statement 


My ARTICLE. 


"The new castle was placed in the Ofthese [sons] Robert fought at 
ping of Henry, the younger son Senlac .. . [and]wasthefirstto 
“Roger of Beaumont. A great break down the English palisade 
estate in the shire also fell to ... he was rewarded with large 
‘Henry’ s elder brother, Robert, grants in Warwickshire, and War- f ; 
Count of Melent, who, at the head wick Castle was entrusted to his 
s of the French auxiliaries, hadbeen brother Henry.—Dict. Nat., © * é 
ae the first to breakdown the English Biog., iv. 64. (Mr. Freeman’s — aa 
ay palisade at Senlac—N, ovmanCon- works, of course, are given among : a, 
quest, iv. [187 1] igi-2. Seealso thé authorities for the article.) 
‘iii. 486, and Will. se i 185, 5 
li, I 3 as Lacie 


So thuck for Mr. ‘Archer 5 assertion ‘aia I made an independent state- 
¢ not found in Mr. Freeman’s pages. It is obviously impossible to 
duct a cOnisoveiny with an opponent who does not restrict himself to_ 


AA 


3 sa Mr. Freeman a the Battle of Hastings: 


THE SuIELE. WALL. 


with Mr. bine In his very ese study of the batt 
Mr. Freeman wrote as follows :— 


The English clave to the old Teutonic tactics. - They fae ane 
. foot in the close array of the shield-wall.@ < “ena 


Mr. Archer says they cannot have done so.‘ There was — 
also, according to Mr. Freeman, a barricade, in front of— 
-and distinct from—the shield-wall, being a special develop-_ 
ment which, he tells us, “the foresight of Harold nm had | 


ever of us is right Mr. Freeman’s aeaacy is, in either : 
case, equally impugned. 
It is essential to remember that Mr. Freeman, throughout, 


Thus he wrote so late as 1880_— 


distinct. 


with their shields, called the shield-wall: “The Norman writers were 
specially struck with the close array of the English.“ = 


So in his great work we read of “the shield-wall ahi the 
triple palisade still unbroken” (iii. 467). Later still “the 
shield-wall still stood Jehind the palisade” (p. 487). Even 
when “the English palisade was gone the English shield- 
wall was still a formidable hindrance in the way of the : 
assailants (p. 491). The array of the shield-wall was still 

kept, though now without the help of the barricades” 
(p. 491). Here we have the very phrase of note NN, “the 
array of the shield-wall,’* and it is shown beyond question _ 
that Mr. Freeman’s shield-wall, whatever Mr. Archer may = 


“| William the Conqueror (1888), p. go. > i : 

48 “ Fad they done so, they must have been set so close that cues coul ald 
not have used their weapons with any freedom” (Cont. Rev., P 346). 

44 Short History, p. 79. < ai: = 

& Norm. Cong,, ili. yon ut supra. 


d wall “ “ pure andl ‘ simple” x 
Let it also be clearly understood what Mr. Freeman 
_ meant by that “array of the shield-wall,” of which the 
- disputed passage in Wace was, he held, a description. He 3 
ee us the whole English army “ranged so closely to. Jenee 
ther in the thick array of the shield-wall, that while they fe 
ly kept their ground the success of an assailant was 
opeless.”“° He describes them as, “a strong line, or rather 
wedge, of infantry, forming a wall with their shields,’4? and 
ascribes their defeat to their “breaking the line of the ot 

Id-wall.” a 

9 Of this shield-wall my opponent rashly wrote :— 


The Reviewer's (sic) theory of an extended shield-wall vanishes ee, 
“ike smoke. If Wace is any authority . . . the question 15 ~ 
settled once and for all. T here was no extended shield- wall at 
Hastings. ® 


Brot course, “ “the Reviewer's theory ” here Le no other than f 
Mr. Freeman’ s own. ie : 
If, in spite of the above evidence, it should still be pre- 
4 Baded: by any one that the plain meaning of Mr. Freeman’s Be 
swords is not their meaning, I will refer them not to my Be’ 
own interpretation, but to that of Mr. Freeman's friend and 
colleague, the Rev. W. Hunt, who wrote in the historian’s 
lifetime, “at his request” and by his “invitation,” and =~ 
: _ whose proofs were revised by Mr. Freeman himself. ‘This Ba 


is Mr. Hunt’s version :— 

=~ Set in close array behind a palisade forming a kind of fortification, 
eS shoulder to shoulder and shield to shield, the army of Harold presented a Sap 
a steady and immovable front to the Norman attack . . . Fatal 


was the national formation of the English battle, when men stood in 
the closest ovder, forming a wall with their shields. While no mode 
of array could be stronger so long as the line remained unbroken it 
made it hard to form the line again.” sees 

48 7G,, iii, p. 471. 4Ti, 271 ; cf. W.R,, ii. 411. 4 iii, 732. 


eT) Cont. Rev., 348. ; aS age 
ed » Norman Britain (s. P. C. i, p. vi. 51 [bid., pp. 79,80 


hee se Pod 
pores = = 
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: Mr. Freeman and the Battle of Hasti S 


a al 


So, again, in his life of Harold— 


>) TAD-the heavy-armed force fought in close order, shield touchin 
shield, so as to present a complete wall to the enemy.” 


- Here we have no tortuous imaginings, but, in pl 
and straightforward words, “ what historians in gener 
evidently mean” when they speak of a “ shield-wall,” what © 
it meant to Mr. Freeman, what it means to” Mr. Hunt, and — 
it is admitted, to myself” Such was the English shie 
wall, according to Mr. Freeman, at “Senlac”; it was what cA 
Mr. Archer definitely declares it cannot possibly have been 
Lastly, as to the ground on which Mr. Archer pronounces 
impossible a continuous shield-wall°‘—namely, that — 1€ 
English could not have fought in such close order,® 
that the axe-men being “ shieldless . . could not h 
“formed the shield-wall”; one need only confront him v 
_ Mr, Freeman’s words. — anaes. punk Stee 


Mr. FREEMAN. Mr. ARCHER. 


Referring to the mode of It =is enough for me t 


fighting of an English army in 
that age, and to “the usual tac- 
tics of the  shield-wall,” Mr. 
Freeman wrote of “the close 
array of the battle-axe men Ss 
(p. 444). He had already written 
of “the English house carls with 
Su eLT Ste 
accustomed to fight in “the close 
array of the shield-wall.” * 
“They still formed their shield- 
wall and fought with their great 


era xeSe a 


8 Dict. Nat. Biography (1890), XXX. 424. 


88 Eng. Hist. Rev., ix. 2. 

5 Cont. Rev., p. 348. 

5 [bid., p. 346. 

6 Q.R., July, 1893, P- 90- 

8 Old English Altsiory, p. 335: 
88 Wace, of course, is 


. huge battle-axes,”” 


common sense, the tapestry, 
Wace,’ our Italian chronicler. 
and his later Old French tran: 
lator all show that the English — 
axe-men could not or did not — 
form the shield-wall (E.H.R 
ixspe 04 }et : 5: 
Possibly they [the house carls| — 
may haveformed a genuineshield- 
wall; but while forming it t 
cannot have been using the “b 
pennis,” or the two-handed — 
(Z.H.R., p. 20, note). ae 


* 


the only one worth mentioning of the three last, 


We almost hesitate to waste our own and our rehder? time on a 
ster who, professing to vindicate Mr. Freeman’s view as against us, 
votes his energies to proving that view to be utterly absurd.®? 


Nor will Mr. Archer derive comfort from “our only — 
English ‘ specialist’ on medizval warfare”; who holds, 
as I had pointed out, that “the English axemen” did fen 
arranged in a compact mass.” oe 
It is significant that the fact Mr. Archer so confident ) 
ects is precisely that on which I am at one with Mr. 
i man, Mr. Hunt, and Mr. Oman, and to which the 
- original authorities bear witness with peculiar unanimity. | 
Thus William of Poitiers, an authority of the first rank, 

describes the English as “maxime conferti,” speaks of their 
eo nimia densitas,” and proceeds to dwell on the terrible — 
effect of their weapon, the famous battle-axe. William of - 
almesbury tells us that the axemen “ “impenetrabilem — 


neum faciunt.”” Even Mr. Archer's authority, Ware 
rites of these warriors:— 


A pie furent serrement. 


. PBaudri Papeerihies the English as “ -consertos, »® and the 
Brevis Relatio as “ spissum agmen.” Bishop Guy writes — 
of the “spissum nemus Angligenarum,” and styles them 


; Henry of Huntingdon, we saw, tells 
and 


_ “densissima turba ” 
“us. that they were arranged “in una acie strictissime,” 


were thus “ impenetrabiles Normannis.” 


and even his “ decisive words” prove to be only a Serena opinion («, $0 
me semble”) that the axeman’s shield must have hampered him (see 


Cont. Rev., 348, and LV. C., iii. 765). 


— © OR, July, 1893, P- 91. 5 
© Eng. Hist. Rev., ix. 607. se ae 
@ Oman’s Art of War in the Middle Ages, 24 (see Q.R., July, 1893, 2 


Pi 53 
Z z Beis (as Mr. Freeman does) AEthelred’s description of the 
English array. of the Bate of the Standard: “lateribus latera con- 


seruntur.” 


ay 


i ie h. ‘ * 

ae . 
BORE RS uefall 
doy a2 3 ‘ 


shoulder to shoulder,” as AEthelred describes them at the a = 


yo corpses drop. And so they stood together, the living, and 
os the dead. = 


wall, that while they only kept their ground the success of | = 


but that some of those who read these pages may not Hanes 4 


Brihtnoth, we read, “bade his men work the war-hedge?— 


fortress made by holding their shieids close together.”® 
_And we do, in Mr. Freeman’s words, meet with it “down — 


dispute. It was the denseness of the English als chat os 
most vividly struck their foes. “Shield to. shield, © and — 


Battle of the Standard, they wedged themselves together so. by ie 
tightly that the wounded could not move, nor even the — 


mt 


‘And we must remember that this mass of men was 
“ranged so closely together in the thick array of the shield- — 


an assailant was hopeless.” The Conqueror saw, Mr. — 
Freeman reminds us, “that his only chance was to tempt 
the English to break their shield-wall.”" I need not insist — 
on the point further: I need not even have said so much, — 
realised the true character of Mr. Archer’s phantasies. The 
“scutorum testudo,” as William of Malmesbury describes — 
the famous shield-wall,® is depicted, with his usual pains” ae 
taking care, by the designer of the Bayeux Tapestry. We . 
read of the “testudo” at Ashdown fight, even in the days — 
of Alfred; it was, again, with the shield-wall that “glori- — 
ous /Ethelstan” won the day on the hard-fought field of — 
Brunanburh (937); we hear of it at Maldon (991), where 


“that is, had made his men form the shield-wall, a sort of : 


to the end,” when the war-hedge of Maldon was i 
anew, by Harold, on the hill of battle, and stood once more — act 
as if a fortress—* quasi castellum.” 


8 Norm. Cong., iii. 491. a“ 8 Tbtd.,,p. 471. Fis 
© Old English History, p. 334. ~S as 
© Norm. Cong,, iii. 764; cf. Eng. Hist. Rev., ix. 18. is PRR = 


8 “ This is the shie/d-walt, the famous tactic ‘of the English and ee 
alike. We shall hear of it in all the great battles down to the end. eae 
(Freeman’s Old English History, p. 112). al 

® Thid., p. 155. © {bid., 196. | ree 


| Baseless Assumptions 


THE DISPOSITION OF THE ENGLISH. 


ae To render clear the problem involved, I must first sketch 
as briefly as possible the nature of the ground the English’ 

held. The hill of battle is so fully described in Mr. Freeman’s s 
urrative that I here need only explain that it was along 
narrow spur of the downs, running nearly east and west, : 
& of which the south front was defended by the English and cc 
tacked by the Normans. The one and only point that is 
rtain is that “on the very crown of the hill,” the site of = 
the high altar in the future, was erected the standard of 
arold. This, then, the centre of the hill, was the centre ee. 
the English host. But the ground to which our attention 
directed, as having “really played the most decisive part 
the great event of the place,” lay to the west of this: — 
“where the slope is gentlest of all, where the access to the 
natural citadel is least difficult.” ™ Mr. Freeman assumes > 
‘that this ground—the “English right,” as he terms it— 
where the “ascent is easiest in itself,’ was allotted to “the ir 
least trustworthy portion of the English army,” to “ the 
dden levies of the southern shires.”” For this assump- 
tion, I hasten to add, there is no authority whatever. 
He further assumes that the first English to leave their 
. post, in pursuit of the enemy, “were, of course, some of the 
defenders of the English right.” William, he holds, at the 
Bee of the battle, resolved to draw them again from their — 4 
see by a partial feigned retreat, that “ meanwhile another 
division might reach the summit through. the gap thus left — ; 
_ open.” Accordingly, tempted by this stratagem, “the ¥ a 
English on the right wing rushed down and pursued,” and aes 
_ their error ees “fatal to England.” ™ 


s The Duke’s great object was now gained; the main end of 
 Hfarold’s skilful tactics had been frustrated by the inconsiderate 
- ardour of the least valuable portion of his troops. Through the rash 
descent of the light-armed on the right, the whole English army lost | 


: 0 N.C., III. p. viii. “Tw bid. 445-6. 
y 78 [6id., 472. : hy Lbid., 480. 74 [bid., pp: 488, 490. 


nm 


ioe: accessible portion of the hill open to the approach of fe en 
-. . .« The main body of the Normans made puis A sae? 


~ point of the day.” 
Now, let us consider er is EA in “the theory here 
set forth. “Harold’s skilful tactics,’ we find, consisted in 
entrusting his weakest point, the least defensible portion — 
of his ons to “the least trustworthy portion of the 
English army.” The natural result of these insane tactics 
was that his weak point was forced, and the English rig 
_ turned.® And Mr. Freeman, having made this clear, com- 
_ plains of “the criticisms of monks on the conduct of a 
_ consummate general,” and insists that “nowhere is Harold’s 
military greatness so distinctly felt as when . . . we 
tread the battle-field of his own choice.” But there is worse — : 
to come. Such tactics as these would have been mad 
enough, even if these raw peasants had stood behind a bar- 
ticade ; but if, as I hold, that barricade is a purely imagi- 
- nary eeations we ask ourselves what would have happened = 
to these unhappy creatures, protected by no “ shield-wall,” _ s 
and armed with “such rustic weapons as forks and shar . 
ae stakes, 72 muaeey first riddled by Norman arrows and then — 


% Tbid., 490. 


%©“The battle was lost through the error of ihoce light-armed troops 
who, in disobedience to the King’s orders, broke their line to es BS 
(Zd., 505). . 

™ «The day had now turned dettdediys in favour’of the invaders ” (Lb... 

_ 491). Iam obliged to quote these two passages, ‘hecause my opponents z 
have not shrunk from impugning (Cont. Rev., 353; E.H. R., ix. 70) the — 
Sage of the words in the text (which are from GiRs, July, 1892, a 
P. 17 
8 O.R., July, 1893, 101. 
9 N.C,, iii. 472. 


aa < 


Harold's Alleged Tactics 


_ attacked by Norman infantry, they were finally, broken and 
sf defenceless, charged by heavy cavalry. The first onslaught 


4 this, it is strange to learn that “the consummate general- 
ship of Harold is nowhere more conspicuously shown than 
in this memorable campaign,” and that his was “that true 

_ skill of the leader of armies, which would have placed both 


Harold and William high among the captains of any age.” 


4 _ to his worst troops his weakest and most important point, 
- while posting “the flower of the English army” just where 


generalship of William, his ready eye, his quick thought,” 


- Harold’s weak point, he left it to be assailed, we learn, by 


host* while he himself with his picked troops dashed him- 
self against an impregnable position like a mad bull against. 
a wall. “We read,” says Mr. Freeman, “with equal 
admiration of the consummate skill with which Harold 


chose his position and his general scheme of action, and of 


_ yaried his plans.” For myself, I should have thought 
that the tactics he describes—tactics which stirred him to 


captains »would have disgraced the most incompetent: 
commander that ever took the field. 


ASS 8 To have placed some of them as an advanced post on the “small 

‘detached hill” in front would have been to leave them em air, exposed 
to certain destruction from an attack which they could not check. For 
Mr. Freeman held that, even if occupied by an outpost, it was only by the 
ye - “jight-armed.” (See Q.2., July, 1893, PP- 995 100.) 


_decus exstat in armis, Tellus ni fugiat est fuga nulla quibus.” 


R would have scattered them to the winds, and have won, in 2 
so doing, the key of the English position®® Remembering 


But if the generalship of Harold was shown by entrusting _ 
his ground was strongest, what are we to say of “the 


if he failed to detect and avail himself of this glaring 
plunder? For instead of concentrating his attack upon _ 


what was most likely the least esteemed” portion of his_ 


the wonderful readiness with which William formed and 
. ar burst of admiration for “the two greatest of living 
But Harold, after all, was no fool. Are we then justified : 


_— ~ @On what ground are the Bretons so described? Guy, quoted by Mr. 
_ Freeman (iii. 459) writes of them here: * Gensque Britannorum quorum 


~ 
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in accusing him of this supreme folly? Mr. Freeman held 
that “the relative position of the different divisions in the 
two armies seems beyond doubt.” There is, however, as I a 
said, absolutely no evidence for Mr. Freeman’s assumption __ 
that the English right was entrusted to the raw levies. 
Against it is the fact that in this quarter the first assault 
was soonest repulsed: against it also is all analogy drawn 
from the study of English tactics. Snorro’s description of 
- Stamfordbridge is evidence, at least, that “the fortress of 
shields” had a continuous line of bucklers along its whole __ 
front: AEthelred gives us the reason in his story of the 
Battle of the Standard; namely, that it was the front line i 
which had to meet the shock (“periculosum dicebant si 
primo aggressu inermes armatis occurrerent”). It was 
therefore an essential principle of tactics “quatinus armati = 
armatos impeterent, milites congrederentur militibus.” ‘Es 
Therefore on Cowton Moor (1138), as (1 hold) on the hill 
of Battle (1066), we find the “strenuissimi milites in prima _ 


a ee 


a 
- 


fronte locati.” * . . 7 
The words “and the lighter troops behind them,” which — 3 
originally followed here, have been. objected to by Miss 


Norgate, who had originally made the same statement, 

but who now wishes to withdraw it. Henry of Hunting- 
don, however,—like Aithelred, a contemporary authority— 
agrees with him in describing the dismounted knights, men — 
with shields and J/orvzce like the “housecarls” at Hastings, 
as forming an “iron wall” along the English fronts If 


®] have replied in Z.4.2. (ix. 255) to Miss Norgate’s characteristic - 
quibble (7é., p. 75) that these quotations apply to the Scottish army alone— 
for the principle applies alike to “armati” and “armatos,” to “milites” 
and to “militibus.” : : 


® Down to this point the present section is all reprinted from my 
original article (Q.%., July, 1892), as not calling for any alteration or 
correction. 


8“ The general mass of the less well-armed troops of the shire in the a. 
rear.” (England under the Angevin Kings, i. 290.) 


8 EHR, ix. O11. 
86 When the Scotch, he writes, “amentatis missilibus et lanceis iongis- 


op 


cattle , the Sonsdavd 


then mailed warriors formed ihe front line, it is dificult to 
¢ where the “inermis plebs,” as ASthelred terms it, could 
be but “behind them.” The fact is that the Battle of the 
Standard, for which we have excellent authorities, is of no 
mall value for the study of the Battle of Hastings, as my 
k2 “opponents seem to be Bacoutorts bly aware. “The tactics,” 

; Freeman admits, “were English.” We find there 
again the same dense array,” the same tactics for defence, - 
though now rendered less passive by the development of 
he bowman.®8 There can, I think, be little question, if we ae 


, tea. persistentes et peers coacervatos ” (pp. a6 A, Miss Norgate ; 
follows him, writing : “The wild Celts of Galloway dashed headlong upon 
the English front, only to find their spears and javelins glance off frome 
the helmets and shields of the knights as from an iron wall.” ea 
“87 Tota namque gens Normannorum et Anglorum in una acie circum 
ndard conglobata, persistebant immobiles” (Hen. Hunt.) “Australes, 
_ quoniam pauci erant, in unum cuneum sapientissime glomerantur” (42th. 
Toa Riv.) 
“i It is no less interesting than curious that the Bayeux Tapestry 
aie enables us to see how the archers were combined with the mailed knights 3 
at the Battle of the Standard. It shows us (on its principle of giving a ry 
_ type) an English archer of whom Mr. Freeman has well observed:—“He 
js a small man without armour crouching under the shield of a tall 
_ Housecarl, like Teukros under that of Aias” (iil. 472). So Zthelred writes 
that the mailed warriors ‘ ‘sagittarios ita sibi inseruerunt ut, mzlztaribus 
+3 armis protecti, tanto acrius quanto securius xh in hostes irruerent, vel 
4 exciperent irruentes.” = 
_-—s« ® Proceres qui maturioris ztatis fuerunt . . . circa signum 
aes _regium constituuntur, quibusdam altius ceteris in ipsa machina collatis” — 
ee (Eth. Riv.). “ Circum Standard in pectore belli condensantur” (Ric. Hex.). 
aS %“ Reliqua autem pueabitudo: undique conglomerata eos circum- 
v llabat e (b.) 


with “tte areas crouching for shelter behind their. 
wall.” P 
Marcin back to Sherstone fight (1016), we. encoun’ 
- precisely the same formation. “The King,” Mr. Freem 
writes, “placed his best oer in front, and the inferio 
part of his army in the rear.” And he added, “we “must: 
remember these tactics when we come to the great fight of & 
-Senlac.”® This was, unhappily, just what he failed to | 
“William of Poitiers,” he strangely complained, “has 
head full of Agamemnon and of Xerxes, but this obv 
analogy does not seem to have occurred to him.” Have 
also the reason why our author himself overlooked these 
obvious analogies in the fact that to illustrate the Battl 
of Hastings he quotes some five and twenty times from th 
Odyssey and the Iliad, from Herodotus and Xenophon, fror 
- ZEschylus, Plutarch, and Dio Cassius; from Livy, Tacit 
Ammianus, and even /E#lius Spartianus ? In his later 
edition, however, he inserted in a footnote the words :— 
“On placing the inferior troops in the rear, see the tactics 
‘of Eadmund at Sherstone.”® “In the vear?” Yes, but 
that is precisely my contention. The assumption that 
am assailing is that they formed the wings. She 
: But we are not even here at the end of Mr. Freeman's — 
confusion. He had meanwhile, in another work, published 
about the same time as the first edition of his third volume, 
written thus :— Es 


As far as I can see, King Harold put these bad feoone in the 
back . . . But his picked men he put iz front, eS the best 
troops of the enemy were likely to come.” : 


This i is exactly my own view; it is that ris essential atic 
of tactics” on which I here insisted throughout, and on 
which Miss Norgate has rashly endeavoured to pour con-— 
tempt. Mr. Freeman, moreover, further on, wrote of i 
“light armed” as “the troops zm ~ ‘the rear,” % which | 

1 NV.C., 1. 383. 99°70, Ai 472. ax 
® Old English History, p. 331. ass 
4 EHR, ix. 75. % Old English History, p. 333. 


that ee oe BP hea: Raicabete, alien it was a 
that, ae. to hts own bee they ought to 


r Ja him to heen it we ROVOD As i 

ut indeed, even apart from this, it seems edonbitar 
xamining © Mr. Freeman’s narrative, whether he had os 
fort ied a clear conception of how the English troops were 
cari nged, and whether, if so, he kept it in view, consist- a 
y, throughout. If we honestly seek to learn what his ay 
nception was, a careful comparison of pp. 472, 473, 475, asf 
490, and 505, with the ground-plan, will show that the — 
who right wing was_ epseposed tens light-armed troops, 
who broke their line to pursue.” And this view seems to “ 
be accepted and defended by Miss Norgate, who, writing cee 
; champion, declares that to her the conclusion embodied © 
his: ground- plan “seems irresistible.” % On the other — 
d, pp. 471, 480, 487, and 732 most undoubtedly convey 
impression that, as I have maintained, the heavy-armed — 
h were extended along. the whole front, and that — pene 
raat ae ir defeat, in Mr. Freeman’s words (p. 732) was “owing ss 
to their breaking the line of the shield- wall,” -- I suspect 
‘that he was led thus to contradict hims:if by the obvious 
i concentration of his interest on “the great personal — 
struggle which was going on beneath the standard” (p. — 
487). Here, as is often the case throughout his © work, 
Mr Freeman’s treatment of his subject was essentially 
Z ‘dramatic. To bring his heroes into high relief, he thrust 
into the background | the rest of his scene as of compara: oS 


wa 


nije pn 96 ee Norgate, unable to deny the glaring “self-contradiction” in- 

_ volved in Mr. Freeman’s words, dismisses it as a “matter of secondary 
im portance ” (E. FERs 1%. Th)e: 3 

Ase 2 H.R., ix. 74. 

8s 2 R, Jats ee p 2 ans! 


, ay foe a 


only guide, is wholly against it. 
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wrote :— 


A new act in the awful drama of that day had now begun. The 


Duke himself, at the head of his own Normans, again pressed Peay 


towards the standard. . . A few moments more and the mighty 
rivals might have met face to face, and the war-club of the Bastard 
might have clashed against the lifted axe of the Emperor of Britain 
(p. 483). 

Homer, doubtless, would have sede them meet; but a 
great dramatic opportunity was lost: the “mighty rivals” 


_ seem never to have got within striking distance. Mean- 


_while, however, the warring hosts are left quite in the 


~ background ; their fate is that of a stage crowd engaged in 


-a stage battle. I do not mean, of course, that Mr. Freeman 


ignores them, but that he was so engrossed in the personal __ 


exploits of his heroes as to be impatient of that careful 


study which the battle as a whole required, and compara- 


tively careless of consistency in his allusions to the Engi 
array. 


The charge, in short, that Ihave REE throughout ~ 


against the disposition of the English in Mr Freeman’s 
narrative is that his view, “with all that it involves, was 
based on, no authority, was merely the offspring of his own 
imagination, and was directly at variance with the only 
precedent that he vouched for the purpose.” ® There is 
absolutely not a scrap of evidence that—as shown on the 
“accurate” ground-plan—the English army was drawn up: 
in three divisions, the “housecarls” forming the centre, 
and the “light-armed” the two wings. We do not even 


know that it formed an almost straight line The whole — 


arrangement is sheer guesswork, and analogy, here our: 


Ld 


” Q.R., July, 1893, pp. 102-3; cf. Q.R., July 1892, p. 18 ; ahs ix. 
254. 


100 It might, io all we know, have formed a crescent or semicircle, its. 


wings resting strongly on the rear-slopes of the hill; or evena “ wedge,” es 


as, indeed, Mr. Freeman twice described it (i. 271, ili. 471). 


tively small account. In this spirit, for instance, hes 


~ 


Tt is no “matter of secondary importance” ; nor 


sit the case that my argument as to the “palisade” is, 
s Mr. Archer pretended, “the only definite and palpable 
arge” that I bring “against Mr. Freeman’s account of _ 
_ the great battle.” For, as I wrote from the very first, 
ecting Mr. Freeman’s views on the grouping of the 

iglish host, we reject with them zx ¢oto the story he has. eee’ 
itt upon them.” y Pa i a 
My own view is based upon the fact that, in the military # 
tactics as in the military architecture of the age, the de 


B: feace trusted peace to its power of poses resistance : this 


in cae as the galls of that keep were formed of an foe: c. 
ashlar face of masonry backed by masses of rubble, so the — 


- fighting line of a force standing on the defensive was com- 
posed of a compact facing of heavily-armed troops backed © 
by a rabble of half-armed peasants, or at best by what we 


ey term the eee inate of the day. When the foe was ae 


Se which oe save the front ee from being 
As the great object of the | 


virtually gave the advantage now possessed by a solid 
Be over a hollow square would naturally commend itself to 
the defence. . 


OF, #. Ry ix. 74. - 1 Cont. Rev., p. 353- 

18 O.R., July, 1892, p. 19. 5; | 
_ 104 Since this ‘passage appeared (as it stands) in my original article 
(Q.R., July, 1892, p. 19), I have noted a curious confirmation in 
Ethelred’s words where he speaks of the archers at the Battle of the 


ae Standard as “militaribus armis protecti [ut] tanto acrius quanto securius 
on yel in hostes irruerent, vel exciperent irruentes.” For, as I wrote (p. 20), 
“it would naturally be they who, like cavalry in modern times, would. 


bara and follow up a retreating foe,” 


But, first, we must dismiss from our minds 


ze a Deets 


“the English “ hoplites ” were not ae in a centre 
were extended along the whole front, precisely as_ th 
were in battles fought both before and after. The fighti 
face of Harold’s host was composed of this heavy solc 
clad in helmets and mail. Arrayed in the closest or 
they presented to an advancing enemy the aspect. of 
_ living rampart (quasi castellum ”). 
- How the Normans aa that rampart it will now be | 
my task to show. ¥ 


THE NORMAN ADVANCE. 


rampart, and saw clearly that “his only. chance was — 
tempt the English to break their shield-wall.* It 


chiefly from Baudri's poem that we learn how he set abot 
ae is 


of the Norman infantry. William of Poitiers sri Bish p 
Guy are in complete accordance on the fact. 2t- But as my 
description of the infantry has been challenged, I may 
_ show that it is quite beyond dispute.” To ee argument, 


aie Old English History, p. 334. : 

106 For Baudri’s poem see Q.2., July, 1893, pp. 73-5. As to Bataeit 
authority, I need only repeat what I wrote in the Euglish Aisi. Rev. 
(ix. 217): “Mr. Archer endeavours, of course to pooh-pooh it. Now | 
~ call special attention to the fact that the test I apply to Baudri is that 
which Mr. Freeman applied to the Tapestry, the obvious test of inte al 
evidence. But Mr. Archer's ways are not as those of other, historia 


on the ground that the writer’ s ‘ bien e oF the world’ at that dat 
could not be accurate (/d., 29). Weare not dealing with his ‘ sey 
of the world’; we are dealing with his lines on the battle = an 


107 N.C., ili. 467, 477. 
108 #LH.R., 1X. 42-3, 603. 
1” Though I have area. Bes so in oe FIER SIX: 250. 


eee 


+r) . oe oes at aa a ; Ss . 
eee aes “s he Norman In aniry — 


; g0ge 
printed below, it has been objected that I fail “to fare “S 


count of the distinction between light-armed and heavy. 
armed infantry.”"° It will be seen that my argument 
urns, not on the armour, but on the weapons of the foot. a 
have challenged my opponents to produce mention of 
’ weapons but crossbows” or bows and arrows, and 
scarcely say that they cannot. et is 
scribing the “ armour and weapons of the Normans,” 
_ Mr. Freeman, avowedly following the Tapestry, represented 
_ the infantry as all archers,” and divided them into two 
classes : (1) “those “without defensive harness” ; (2) those 
who « wore the defences common to the horse and foot: of a 
h armies . . . the close-fitting coat of mails capes 
the conical helmet.”™ Now this division is exactly 
oduced in the words of William of Poitiers, who di-_ a 
es his “ pedites” into two classes, distinguished only by 
fact that in one were the “ firmiores et loricatos,”? He” 
Ss not say that the latter were oz archers, or crossbow- 
, nor did Mr. Freeman venture to assign them any Ns 
r weapons.“ Bishop Guy, moreover, distinctly teHs 
that they were crossbowmen (vide infra), The advance, 


ell Lig: 1X. AD. : ant rack 
Mr. Freeman rendered the “sagittis armatos et balistis” of William 
archers, slingers, and crossbowmen.” “ Balistee ” can hardly mean 
slings and crossbows, and I think, on consideration, it is best referred to 
the latter ; but the question is not of much importance. : 
So, too, in Arch. Journ., xl. 3 59: “You may call up the march of 
archers and horsemen across the low ground between the hills.” fae we 
— 8 N.C,, iii. 462. I regret that I must call attention to the fact that I | 
gave (Z.H.R, ix, 250) this precise reference for my statement that, 
~ according to Mr. Freeman, the infantry were all archers, explaining that 
in another passage (p. 467) William of Poitiers had led him to take a 
somewhat different view. Mr. Archer, however, has printed (Z.H.R., ix. 
03) the other passage (p. 467) in triumph by’ the side of my statement. — 
‘He further denies that Mr. Freeman held, even on Pp. 462, that the infantry _ 
ere all archers. Anyone can test the value of Mr. Archer’s denial for 
imself by referring to V.C., iii. 462, where he will find that Mr. Freeman, 
scribing the N orman host, mentions no infantry but archers. 
As he had merely copied from the Tapestry on p. 462, so he copied 
liam of Poitiers on p. 467. £ 


A 


BB 
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modern language, consisted of -skirmisl 
represented by archers and perhaps some crossbowmen ; — 
supports, namely, crossbowmen who, as a somewhat supe- bi 
©. ior ‘class,, would -mostly have defensive armour; a 
lastly, the cavalry as reserve. . ned 

Now what was the intention of this advance? Ww 
Freeman assumed, without hesitation, that the foot “were 
to strive to break down the palisades . . - and so to 
- make ready the way for the charge of the horse” (p. 467 
that “the infantry were, therefore, exposed to the first anc 
most terrible danger” (i6.); “that the Freletimafantry had 
to toil up the hill, and to break down the palisade” (p. 
477)" But we find, on reference, that the above writers Ss 
say nothing of any such intention, and do not even mention = 


a 


the existence of a palisade.” Moreover, the only weapons 


: therefore, in 


116 The distinction between archers and crossbowmen is of little or no 


consequence, the missile being common to both. ee 


16 My opponents complain that in the former passage Mr. Freeman 
assigns this task to “the heavier foot” only; but my point is that no 
palisade is here mentioned, and no attack on it by avy infantry, heav 
light, and no weapons assigned to that infantry of any use for the purpose 

17 This is an excellent instance of what I said as to Mr. Freeman’s 
“imaginary ” references to the now famous palisade. I have challenged , 
my opponents to disprove my statement that none of Mr. Freeman’s own 

authorities says anything here of a palisade. - And, of course, they cannot 
do so. ; : ria) a 
Here is another instance in point. We read on pp. 486-7 that Robert — 
of Beaumont was specially distinguished in the work of breaking down | 
- the “barricade” (see also supra, p. 3 53). But when we turn to William 
of Poitiers, the authority cited, we find no mention of a “barricade ASR 
- but read only of him “irruens ac sternens magna cum audacia.” As thee 
writer had just described how the Duke “ stravil adversam gentem,” we 
see that Robert, in his charge, laid low, not a barricade, but “adversam Bs: 


gentem.” 
This brings me to an extraordinary case of medizeval plagiarism. The 
author of the Ely history has applied this description of Robert’s exploits 
to the Conqueror himself at Ely (Liber Eliensis, pp. 244-5). The passages b: 
“Exardentes Normanni—deleverunt ea,” “ Egit enim quod—magna cum __ 
audacia,” “Scriptor Thebaidos vel Aineidos,” e¢ sg., are all “lifted” bodily : 
from William’s narrative of the Battle of Hastings and applied to the Sahl 
storming of the Isle of Ely! : ge “oo ie 


: 
iy 


ney speak of are ‘crossbows and Se ad arrows, Sail 
the tools for pioneers. But William of Poitiers _ 
uts us_ on the track of a very different explanation : 4 
« Pedi ites itaque Normanni propius accedentes provocant 


gos, missilibus in eos vulnera dirigunt. atque necem.” : 
ere Baudri: comes © our aid : —_ 


[ 


Nam neque a oreiannn: consertos audet adire 

~ _ Nec valet a cuneo quemlibet excipere. tte 

_ Arcubus utantur dux i Imperat atque balistis ; 

_ Nam prius has mortes Anglia tunc’ didicit. 

. es Tune didicere mori quam non novere sagitta 
- Creditur a celo mors super ingruere 

Hos velut a longe comitatur militis agmen, 
Palantes post se miles ut excipiat. 


_ Normans. dared not face the serried ranks of the Enecoe 
: the maxim that cavalry should not charge unbroken _ 
infantry was asserting itself already. But the only means 
mee See breaking those ranks, of throwing the English into con- em: 
on, was to gall them by archers and slingers till some 

them should sally forth, when their assailants — would — 
a tail and leave them to be caught in the open and 

pase down. As Bishop Guy expresses it :— 


: Preemisit pedites committere bella sagittis, 
; Et balistantes inserit in medio, 
(oo Quatinus infigant volitantia vultibus arma, et 
Vulneribusque datis ora retro faciant, “\\ Shane 
worden post pedites sperat stabilire Quirites 


ite tactics, says Baudri, were crowned with success; fe 
maddened English, as they dashed forth to strike their 
26 tormentors to the ground, were cut off in every direction — 
_ by the ‘horsemen watne their chance :— . — 


“Tune pree tristitia gens s effera preeque pudore 
_ Egreditur palans, insequiturque vagos. Sew 
N ormanni simulantque fugam fugiuntque fugantes, 
Intercepit eos undique praepes equus. 
Ilico ceeduntur ; sic paulatim minuuntur, 
N ec minuebatur callidus ordo ducis. 


are . Mr. Freeman and the Bate ee ee t 


; Rss Fon that of Mr. pyecmiat It ck Toweiee 
- virtually anticipated by Mr. Oman, who in his Art of War 
in the Middle Ages (p. 25) points out, with much felic he : 

_ that ‘ oe 


ns archers, if unsupported by the knights, could easily have: be 
- driven off the field by a general charge. United, however, by th 
skilful tactics of William, the two divisions of the invading army w 

the day. The Saxon mass was subjected to exactly the same 
which befell the British squares in the battle of Waterloo: incessant SS 
charges by a gallant cavalry were alternated with a destructive fire 


“A of missiles. Nothing can be more maddening than-such an ordea 


to the infantry soldier, rooted to the spot Dy the necessities oe hi 
_ formation. 


Let us compare the ne theories. Mr. ie 
again, is not even consistent. He first tells’ us tha. ee t 
aisha to charge, with “the triple seasy still Re” 
would have been sheer madness ”; i 
gether useless”-for them co advance until the infantry h 


peoken down the pax us But this the- ‘infantry failed 1 


* fortress of timber” (p. 479)! One is surely remanded 

the immortal Don, when “a todo el Balepe de oan 

_ he char ged the windmill. : 
oe own See involves no such inconsistencies, - hold 


MS N.C, iti, ey 3 ~ aR 
119 The Norman infantry had now done its best, iat that best had 
_ been in vain” (/6. 479). 


ed 


Wild Charge of the English =~ 33 


s formation ; but now the strain on its patience had be- 

> too great to be borne. Breaking its ranks, with one 
ord, the whole host rushed upon its foes, and droy 
ore it in confusion right up to the Duke’s post :-— 


e themes 


‘Tandem jactura gens irritata frequenti, pot ea 
-Ordinibus spretis irruit unanimis, Gees, 

Tunc quoque plus solito fugientum terga cecidit, ie 

Et miles vultum fugit ad usque ducis. 7 i> » Sie: 


This explains what had always been to me a difficulty, 
ely, the -panic-stricken flight of the Normans ats thisees 
ge of the battle. That they should have “lost heart” 
480) at the firmness of the English is natural enough; 
that they should have “turned and fled” (2.) from a 
force which did not pursue them seemed improbable, The — 
ifficulty is solved by Baudri’s mention of the wild onslaught 
‘the English. Moreover, Bishop Guy’s description of the — 
ut of the assailants—which Mr. Freeman assigned to this 
of the battle—agrees well with that of Baudri-:-— 


Anglorum populus, numero superante, repellit | na he aoe 
__ Hostes inque retro compulit ora dari; apes 
Et fuga ficta prius fit tunc virtute coacta ; 
-_._Normanni fugiunt, dorsa tegunt clipei. ~ 


‘Again, Baudri’s poem suggests a novel view by its: 
ite statement that the Normans in their flight reached 
-Duke’s post. Mr. Freeman imagined that the Duke 
self had been fighting in.the front line (pp. 479, 480), 
but a careful comparison of his two authorities, William 
of Poitiers and Bishop Guy (p. 482), will show that, on the? <7 am 
contrary, they support Baudri’s statement. Each speaks of 
_ the Duke as “ meeting” (occurrens—occurrit) the fugitives, 2 
ae fficulty which Mr. Freeman evaded by writing that “he 


t or pursued the fugitives.” of é 
From this flight the Normans were rallied by the desperate 
efforts of the Duke himself, who, as is usual at such moments, 
‘was believed to have fallen. I deem this episode a fixed — 


oe Ts Hi eae ty os > , #F 
laa “Mr. esi heae ie the Battle of Hastings 


. > leading shares che Tapestry, William of Pome 
Bishop Guy, and Baudri—are here in complete agreemeny, 
‘William describes the Duke as “nudato insuper Cae 
_ Guy tells us that “iratus galea nudat et ipse caput” 
a Baudri writes “subito galeam submovet a capite”; in the: : 
Tapestry, “ William (writes Dr. Bruce), when he wishes to 
_ show himself in order to contradict the rumour that he has 
been killed, is obliged to lift his helmet almost off his =a 
head” (p. 98). It is singular that so striking and ee? i 
established an episode is ws ens Py Wace. ie 


THE Fosse DISASTER. 


The serious character of the: assailants’ flight is duly 
recognised by Mr. Freeman.” We could have no more a 
eloquent witness to the - fact than the admission even by 
William of. Poitiers that the Duke’s Normans there 
selves gave way, or the description of them by Bishop — 
Guy as “gens sua victa.” The only point in question here ae 
is whether what I call “the fosse disaster” was an inci- | 
dent of this headlong flight or happened at a later stage 
of the battle. Mr. Freeman, discussing “the order of 
events,” faced the difficulty frankly, observing that Guy 
had placed the feigned flight before what I have termed — 
above the dividing incident of the day, and that this view 
“may be thought to be confirmed by the Tapestry,” etc., 
etc. We have here perhaps the most difficult rabies 
raised in the course of the battle, and one which it would © 
be easier and safer to pass over in silence. As to Guy, I~ 
suggest, as a possible solution—it does not profess to be 
- more—that what he was describing was not the ‘great | 
feigned flight but the lesser manceuvres of the same~ 
_ character described by Baudri above. He may, of course, 
have transferred to these the importance of the a 
episode. On the real flight, at least, he is sound. Of the 


10 A, Cy, ili, p, 481. BN, C,, iii, 767-8. 


Vormans Mm ae Fosse a as ao 


‘ 


ay ny E would eek with more confidence. “In the — 
ature of things,” Mr. Freeman wrote, “exact chrono- | 


al order is ‘not its strongest point” (p. 768). “But ine 


s case there was nothing to make it depart from that — 
rder, no reason why it should not place the incident of 


pesos disaster ’ a after the central incident ey the day, 
coe a 


and. een I. fain, as did Mr. eae the sieht of re- 


- jecting his testimony when wholly unsupported (and still S 


_ more, when opposed to probability), yet such marked agree- 
et t as this is not to be sen cast aside. “A 


ae the ene use he ae at times, of his. asthentiee e 
There i is no See that the Norman knights oe in’ 


ee of France at Goma (1302) or nee cuirassiers at a 


% the incident in the thick of the battle, while three others 
ae _ assign it to the pursuit of the defeated English. It is not 


Waterloo. But five authorities, so far as one can see, place Se 


i _ strange, therefore, that some writers should have held that _ Pe. 


ere there was but one such incident: Mr. Freeman, however, ee 


holds that there were two; and I expressly disclaim ques- ts 


ing then, as he does, that the episode occurred in the 


meas Mr. Archer defies me to ce mpc Wace’s authority” 
<a (p. 346). The “old Norman poet” is here very precise. 
He first tells us (Il. 7869-70, 8103- 6) that the English had ~ 
= ; made a “fosse,” which the Normans had passed unnoticed © 
in ‘their advance. These passages Mr. Freeman accepts 


ee 


Ck sah Un fosse ont d’une part fait 
~ Qui parmi la champaigne vait 


es tioning his view, the matter being one of opinion. Assum- 


course of the battle, I turn to the spirited version of Wace, 


ve state (Il. 8107-20) that the Nominee aces ae as we 
have seen, by the English, tumbled, men and pores 


3 lose Berea with the Taney Sf Be Two- 

cessive scenes in that “most authentic record” are 
“Hic ceciderunt simul Angli et Franci in prolio; hic = 
episcopus baculum tenens confortat pueros.” ace de 
: scribes these scenes, in thirty: SIX lines _ ais 


; G the second. 
close the agreement is. Henry of ‘Wanted we may 
_ add, independently confirms the statement that English Ase 
well as French perished in the fatal fosse.° oo 
Now all this is quite opposed to Mr. Freeman's . cotton 
tion of the battle.” He had, therefore, to adapt, with | ( 
gentle hands, his authorities to his requirements. : 
a. derella’s step- ‘mother, when her daughter’s foot could not — 
be got into the golden shoe, armed herself, we read, with, 
axe and scissors, and trimmed it to the requisite shape. 
With no less decision the late Professor set about his own 
task. Wace’s evidence he simply suppressed; Henry | 
‘Huntingdon’s he ignored ; but that of the Bayeux Tapestry — 
could not be so easily disposed of. I invite particular 
attention to his treatment of this, his “ highest authority.” 


2 Retaining in its natural place ne 481- 2) the second of me 


En ig che out un fosse: - 
Normanz laueient adosse - 

En beliuant Porent passé 

Ne Paueint mie esgarde.” 


I had followed Taylor in my rendering of this passage ; but Miss Nor- | eS. 
_ gate (£. H. R., ix. 46) would prefer to say that the Mordiane did not heed, 
than that they did not notice the fosse. “ she passage,” as she says, cs is 

somewhat obscure.” : 


1 Miss Norgate has rightly pointed out (ix, 47) foe H : 
icaster during the great feigned flight. qe places the 


or 


ve 


ng it ass a Tatar Es ae the battle (p. 490). Nor ian 
vigorous" adaptation stop even here. The scene thus 
enched from its place depicts a single incident: ‘mounted 
mans are tumbling headlong into a ditch at the foot of | 
mound, on which “ light-armed ” English stand eee 
m ace their ese The ® ight is hand to hand ; the. 


a es Om: Be two ae eaperate events era easy at ; a 
from each other. These he terms (p. 489) the 
of the English at the detached hill ey and Pe 

great slaughter of the French in the western ravine.” 
ut on referring to his own ground-plan, we find that this 
tT and the “detached hill” were a quarter of a 

= apart, with the slopes. of the main hill between them. 
; In the first place, Mr. 
eman Tee to eet the liberties he had taken 


tive of ies battle ‘that any auch ialenoe Al pee : 
1; nor would - anyone who read of the “hill” episode — 
“the scene is vividly shown in the Tapestry ” (p. 489), — 
subsequently, of the “ravine” disaster, that “this 
is most vividly shown in the Tapestry ” (p. 490), 
ne- that “the incidents of the ravine and the little 
' (p. 768) are in the Tapestry one and the same. Lee 
second place, the large part which the writer's OWnl a9 


There is eben for instance, in any 
it connect “the western ravine” with « the 
Ss slaughter of the French.” It is placed by those who 
7 mention it sg NT He ee S fossatum,” Ori! fovea Hes 
STORET words 


ee not in the “ ravine,” but in a ditch which 
ae to him, the English had dug to the south of the 
F ean which, - according to Henry of Huntingdon, they — 


4 Cont. Rev., p. 348. 


‘ir 
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ie had cunningly concealed. Mr. Freeman, produces hs no 
authority in support of his own fancy ; his only argumet 


uy 


~ is that the slaughter baer ae tay : Bes tt 
must have happened somewhere to the south or south-west of the — 

hill. The small ravine to the south-west seems exactly what ish 
wanted (p. 771). . ; ~) foe 


The “western ravine,” however, does not fulfil these | 
quirements (see ground-plan, where it lies to the no 
west of the hill); while Wace’s “fosse,” which—tho 
here ignoring it—he had already accepted, lay, as 
- quired, to the south of the hill. Wace mentions another in- 
stance (Il. 1737- 50) in which this stratagem was adopted 
but whether our ditch was dug, as he states, expressly ; 
not, the fact of its existence does not depend on his evi- 


<<3't8 


: 


_ dence alone. ; ab ane 
- To resume: accepting provisionally Mr. Freeman's view 
(iii. 770) that~there were two disasters to the horse, one 
- “happening ‘comparatively early in the. battle,” and tt 
~ other “which. William of Poitiers, ‘Orderic and the Battl 
chronicler place at the very end of the battle,” as ‘oce 
ring in the pursuit of the defeated English, we find that 
the former is mentioned by five writers. The Tapestry 
and Wace agree absolutely in making it an episode of the 
real flight of the Normans before the great rally ; Henry of 

~ Huntingdon assigns it to the great feigned flight, later in 
the battle ; William of Malmesbury seems to make it happen | 
during the pursuit by the Normans after ‘their feigned 

flight ; the anonymous writer quoted by Andresen (ii. igh . 
from Le Prevost may be left out of the question. Vet, in| 
spite of all this contradiction, Mr. Freeman assigns thi 


185 Compare the death of Robert Marmion, at Coventry, under Stepher 
when he fell into one of the ditches he had dug to entrap the enemy 
horse. The passage quoted by Andresen in his Wace (ii. 713) from 
Michel’s notes to Benoit is very precise : —“ Fecerant autem Angli foveam 
quandam caute et ingeniose, quam ipsi ex obliquo curantes maximam. 
multitudinem Normannorum in ea preecipitaverant. Et plures etiam e 
eis insequentes et tracti ab aliis in eadem perierunt.” ie, 


~ 


—— Guesses Confused with Fact 
tiking episode, not as a conjecture, but as historic fact, to 
the pursuit of the English by the “Bretons” ” after. (heaves 
feigned flight (p. 489). Let me make my position clear. — 
€ expect an historian to weigh, as an expert, the evidence 
before him: we look to him for guidance where that evi- 
ence is conflicting. But we have a right to protest — 
‘ ainst the statement, as historic fact, of hypotheses which a : 
annot be established, and which are quite possibly wrong, 
here the evidence is flatly contradictory, the fact that it 
so should be made clear; conflicting statements should 
be evaded, nor evidence, such as that of the Tapestry, 
vealed to, when it proves to be opposed to, not in favour 
the writer's hypothesis. Dealing with the Conqueror’s | 
march on London, after his great victory, Mr. Parker has | 
sisted with much force, on the principle for which I am 


c 


; Though, by leaving out here and there the discrepancies, the _ 
residue may be worked up into a consecutive and consistent series : 
vents, such a process amounts to making history, not writing it. 
dst a mass of contradictory evidence, it is impossible to arrive at 
sure conclusion. . . . It is, however, comparatively easy 
piece together such details as will fit of the various stories, and 
more easy to discover reasons for the results which such mosaic 
tk produces. . . . [but] it cannot be reasonably regarded as 
eal history. The method by which the results are obtained bears 
o close a resemblance to that by which . . . some of the 
egends described in the fifth chapter have come to be accepted as 


‘istorical narratives, ™ 


ee That is the danger. Such a narrative as that which Mr. 
‘Freeman has given us must “come to be accepted as his- 


ig. It will doubtless be replied that in his appendices, he 
frankly admits that “it is often hard to reconcile the 


is justified when, as here, the various accounts are not 


88 See below, p. 380, & 
_— Early Oxford, pp. 191, 192. And see my preface. 


* 


3 definite narrative at all, instead of pe: admitting 
the matter must be left in doubt. : 


- THE GREAT iwionns FLIGHT. 


There is no feature of the famous battle more fa 

or more certain than that of the feigned retreat. It 
necessary here to grasp Mr. Freeman’s view, because 
discovers in this manceuvre and its results” the dec. 
turning point of the day.”* 

That there was a great feigned flight, which cares 
large portion of the English to break their formation a 
pursue their foes, is beyond question.” But Mr. Freem: 
on this foundation, built up a legend, for. which, we 

find, there exists no evidence whatever. He first assu 
that it was “most likely” the left wing of the assailants 
which “turned in seeming flight” *° (p. 488), and that + Som 
consequently,~ “the English on the right wine a 
_ “rushed down and pursued them.” Thus— ‘ 


Through the rash descent of the Reh ate on the “hie 

whole English army lost its vantage ground. The pursuing Eng 
had left the most easily accessible portion of the hill open to t 

approach of the enemy (p. 49°). 2 : 


slope” at this point (7%.). 


The great advantage of the ground was now lost; 
were at last on the hill. Instead of having to cut chew way ap 
slope, and through the palisades, they could now ae to the e 
right against the defenders of the standard (ib.). a 


188 See above, p. 360, for Mr. Freeman’ s view. _ 
19 Angli vero, illos putantes vere fugere, cceperunt post eos cu 
_ volentes eos si possent interficere” (Brevis Relatio). “Ausa sunt, ut 
~ superius, aliquot millia quas ivolante cursu, quos fugere pataban urge Ge 
(Will. Pict.). - 
189 Though admitting, in a footnote, that the « Brevis Relatio 2, 
opposed to this assumption. 


mS 


Maneuvre 


These words are most important. They set forth Mr. 
an’s theory that Harold now found the Normans 
ng down upon his right flank instead of attacking = 
in front. It was in this sense I wrote « that his weak 
was forced, and the English right turned,” as the 
al result of the “ insane” tactics attributed to: him 
__ by his champion.“ The manceuvre assigned by Mr. Free- 
an to the Duke is, in fact, that by which Marlborough 
| the battle of Ramillies, where he. got on to the hill 
dislodging the French right, and then wheeled to his 
m right, outflanking the French centre. . 
When we turn from this elaborate theory to the authori-— 
ies on which it is supposed to be based, we find, with some 
nishment, that it is all sheer imagination. William of 
itiers, on whom the writer seemed mainly to rely fons 
the feigned flight, states that— 

inni sociaque turba . . . terga dederunt, fugam ex © 

triad simulantes— = 0D me ; $ 7 

s which distinctly imply that this feigned flight was 

eral. Henry of Huntingdon merely writes: “Docuit 

Willelmus gentd sue fugam simulare.” No one, cer- 

y, says or implies that it was restricted to the left . 

. As for the theory that “the main body of the 
ormans” were, by this manoeuvre, enabled to seize the 
sstern portion of the hill, and thus attack Harold on his 
ak, it is more imaginary, if possible, still. 

The fact is that, as I explained in my original article, ™ 

r. Freeman had wholly misconceived the nature of 
Villiam’s manceuvre. The feigned flight was not a simple. 
as he supposed), but a combined movement. The best 
ac ount of that movement is found in the Battle Chron- 


- ‘ - ° . ; « - % ° T , 
Tandem strenuissimus Boloniz comes Eustachius clam, callida 
neditata arte—fugam cum exercitu duce simulante—super Anglos 
rsim agiliter insequentes cum manu valida a tergo irruit, stcque et 


48 Supra, p.360 QR, July,1892, p. 20. 


duce hosts aie avaients ipsis intevelusis weringee pro 
innumeri. aie 


This precise ‘statement, which Mr. Freeman fe) . 
affords the clue we scek, explaining | ‘the words of William — 
of Poitiers, “ interceptos et inclusos undique mactaverunt,” 
The retreat of the pursuing English was cut off by 
-Count’s squardrons, and, caught “between two fires,” tk 

were cut down and butchered. The supposition that, wi 
this was going on, the main body of the Normans 
riding on to the hill is baseless. The whole host, we 
seen, were below, surrounding the English who had lef 
the hill. Had Mr. Freeman kept in mind, as he had in- 
- tended to do, the employment of this old Norman devi 
the relief of Arques (1053), he would have seen more clear 
what really happened. But this, precisely as with 
Sherstone precedent, he Pies todo. 


‘THE RELIEF OF ARQUES 


ty passage relating to the stratagem at mee 


A plan was speedily devised; an ambush was jah all 
party was sent forth to practise that stratagem of pretended flight 
which Norman ee was to gee thirteen yeats later Lee on 
greater scale. 
the liers-in-wait were upon. sth and the ‘oblast oa ater 
invading host were slaughtered or taken prisoners Pe the 

_ of their king (iii. 133). é 


~The manceuvre is suiberaely described by Wace a 
3514) in a passage which ought to be compared, in P 
with that on the great “ feinte fuie” itself (il. S205: be 


_ 188 Miss Norgate has indignantly retorted (E. Hi. 23 ix. 50) het 

- Freeman “ only” omitted the words from “ sicque’ > onwards. But i 
precisely on these words that my statement is based. Mr. Freem 
moreover, did not even wie the rest 2 propos of the feigned sees 
we should look for it. 


stratagem — 
a 


ae Partie pristrent des Neemere. re 
Des forz e des mielz cumbatanz, 


re . ay . 
> 


Puis pristrent une autre partie, eicmete.= ,< peace 


~The latter aciachaect turned in a Bent and decoyed some 
ro) the leading Frenchmen past the spot where the ambush 
5 laid. Then, facing round, they caught their rash 
pe rsuers “ between two fires.” I have shown above, from — 
a ‘precise statement” which is found in the “ Battle — 
ronicle,” that the great manoeuvre which deceived the | 


lish was a abiee combined one. Mr. Freeman, _com= 


ee hich ‘did. not ‘take aie, in ie flight “ « fide: up the hill, be 
{p.. eo where its slopes were deserted, whereas, on the Oe 


“hill, ie Res charged on their rear, gine of course, 
ot on to, but away from the hill. 

50 close is the Arques parallel that in Wace we find the’ 
me words occurring in both cases :— 


cels kis alouent chazant e Engleis les aloent gabant 

quis alouent leidissant E de paroles laidissant “5 

Sunt enmi le vis tresturne, oe : : ; ‘“ 

_ E Franceis sunt a els mesdle (ll. ‘Torne lor sunt enmi le vis zy 

3501-45 . 

eat eens Ea AS Engleis entremesler (ll. 
. 8241-2, 8262-4) ; 


“while William of Malmesbury describes the French aes 
. as thus “ astutia insidiis exceptus,” just as he describes. 
Harold, in turn as thus “ astutia Willelmi circumventus.” 
_ Mr. Freeman quoted pots passages, yet failed to note ‘the P 
ee. | . 


ibulis eae ose incautos poe See also my Addenda. 


Saale aoe it will be seen, of “the relief of “Auqiens 
my critic so rashly assumed that in my original articl 
_ exhausted Mr. Freeman’s errors,™ I may point out that 
subject | introduces us, at once, to fresh ones. Our author 
for instance, held. that Arques was not relieved. Let 
see. We are first rightly told, on the authority of Williat . 
of Poitiers, that the Duke blockaded the stronghold (mundi 
=, erecting a castellum at its foot (p. 128). On the n 
page we are told that the latter was “a wooden tower” 
ich is precisely what it was not—and that it “is 
: ~ scribed as a munitio” by William of Poitiers, whereas that 
term, as we have just seen, denoted, on the contrary, the 
-yebel stronghold itself. Then we are told that the Fre: 
_ king marched to the relief of the rebels, bringing with him- 
“a good stock of provisions, of corn, and of wine” for he 
DuEpCer: ‘but “was far from being successful in his enter 
prise” (p. 131). In fact, he “went home, having done _ 
‘ nothing towards the immediate object of his journey—the 
relief of the besieged ” (p. I 37). Mr. Freeman added in 
note: “So I understand the not very clear statement of. 
William of Poitiers that the King went away.” Now, — 
William’s statement (which is quoted by him) is absolute 


=~ “clear :—-. = 


Perveniens tamen quo tive tntendevat, Rex Seicebetcaen : 
-animis summa vi presidium attentavit : Willelmum ab erumnis uti ; 
-_ eriperet, pariter decrementum sui, stragem suorum vindicaret. 


ee 
a ne 
* on 


The King, that is, in spite of the ambush, reached his. 
destination (the blockaded stronghold) and then furiously = 
rattacked the castellum below, with the double object o 
raising the blockade and of avenging the death of his fol- 
lowers. Wace is, if possible, even more explicit. _ After: a 
describing the affair of the ambush, he piyteads: thus! as 


Les somiers fist apareilier, ; 
La garisun prendre e chargier, en ea 
A la tur d’ Arches fist porter, | 
Il meisme fu al mener (IT. ll. 35 fis 3522). 


18 Cont. Rev. p. 354. 


es, ‘therefore, was “duly eh seds the S Bovlading party 
eing only strong eerie to defend, _when attacked, its 
astellum. ; e 
- will certainly not say of Mr. Freeman that irs had =" 23 
- read his Wace “with - common care”—to quote from e Bees, 
criticism on Professor Pearson—but really, when more ae 
ag corrected ex cathedré the faults rots others, he ae: 


h hing of Harold on Vee eve of the Breton war :— 


Wace. Mr. FREEMAN. 


A aut out doc geu, — Mr. Planché says that Wace 
2 par la Lande fu. passez, lays the scene at Avranches. He — 
ant il fual duc amenez, _— probably refers to the Roman de 
Qui : Aurenches donc esteit_ Rou, 13723, but the knighthood. 
# en Bretaigne aler deueit, — is not there spoken of (p. 229). — 
Ue fist li dus chevalier 
es ae 13720-25] 


Be eas ‘with Miaues and its blockade. We read as 
~ the battle is about to begin, of “the aged Walter Giffard, 
e lord of Longueville, the hero of Arques and Mortemer” 
457). As our author breaks the thread of his narrative _ 
128- 137) to tell us in detail about those whose names — 
ccur in it, we need not scruple in this instance to do the 
same. Turning back, therefore, we read :— 


2 The chief who now commanded below the steep of Avaties lived fOr 
~ refuse to bear the banner of Normandy below the steep of Senlac — 
and to found, like so eee others fet the baronage of 


— 


: eee in the days: of heaes [r083] bigs Modine: [1054] he was 
an eee man, and. now ies he was old indeed ; his hair was white, 


Cu 
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‘Yet we meet the veteran again, a generation later, as “0 


Jand . . . the aged warrior of Arques _and Senlac 
“(W. R., i. 231). “Nor do we wonder,” we read, “to find, 


- forty years before 
the opponents of Henry I. In @1161, 


ville, and Earl of Buckingham” (W. R,, ii, 395). Surprised ?- 


cote meee 
<2 


hee 


Hastings 


c 
- ~, 


Walter Giffard, now [1090] Earl of Buckingham, in E 


among the supporters of William Rufus in 1095, “ the name — 


of Walter Giffard, him (sc) who appeared as an aged m 
» (W. R.,i. 472). But even Mr. Freeme 


admits that,“we are somewhat surprised to find,” amon 
“now at the very en 


of his long life, the aged Walter Giffard, lord of Lon, 


We are indeed ; for, if he was “an aged man” half a centur. 
before, what must he have been when he joined the rebels 
in 1101? It reminds one of a delightful passage in th 
quaint “ Memorie of the Somervells,’ where the a 
author, speaking of the action, in 1213, of his ancestor “ beit 
then near the nyntieth and fourth year of his age,” o! 
serves :— 6 


Qe 


What could have induced him . . .~=to join himself 
the rebellious barrons at such an age, when he could not act an 
all human probabilitie, and was as unfit for counsel, is a thing to b 
admired, but not understood or knowne. 5 


One need scarcely point out that Mr. Freeman has con- _ 
fused two successive bearers of the name. The confusion _ 
is avoided by the Duchess of Cleveland in her work on- 
“The Battle Abbey Roll,” as it had been by Planché and 
previous writers. oe 

I here notice it chiefly as illustrating Mr. Freeman’ 
ready acceptance of even glaring improbabilities. eet 
But one of the most singular flaws in the late Professor's 
work was his evident tendency to confuse two or more | 
‘persons bearing the same name. Three or four Leofstans 
of London were rolled by him into one; Henry of Essex 
was identified with a Henry who had a different father and 


ez es Pies Ee stablished 3 8 ae 


at “ Filius Ricardi . with Osbern “ Somacmine Pentecost,” 86 1 
is strange that one who was so severe on confusion of 
ntity where places were concerned” should have been, 
in the case of persons guilty of that confusion. 


SUMMARY. — 


if ae now briefly recapitulate the points I claim to. 
ve established. We have seen, in the first place, that 
| Mr. Freeman’s disposition of the English forces is, with all 
= that it involves, nothing but a sheer guess—a guess to _ 
_ which he did not consistently adhere, and to which his own ee 


precedent, moreover, is directly opposed. Secondly, as to 


pec: * palisade ” which formed, according to him, so promi- — ioe” 
nent a feature of the battle, we ae found that of the Reo 
‘passages he vouched for its existence only one need even 
be considered ; and that one, according to himself, where — = * 


e last quotes and deals with it, describes, not a palisade — 
_ but the time-honoured « array of the shield- wall,”188 Then, 2 ; 
passing to the battle and taking it stage by stage,I have 
shown that on its ‘opening phase he went utterly astray in 
earch of an imaginary assault on a phantom palisade ; we 
Bae seen HOM, pn tiek such ee eee to “the 


ee must have faeces pees else, and decent Fe ie 
it to a stage of the battle which is quite possibly the wrong a . 
one. We have watched him missing the point of the great = 
feigned flight and failing to see how Norman craft caught — 
ss Ria: English in a trap. And lastly, the critical manceuvre 
og of the day, by which the Duke’s great object was gained, © 
and “the great advantage of the ground lost” to the Eng- 
lish, proves on inquiry—although introduced, like other 
_ assertions, as a historic fact—to be yet another irecooorete 
aa for the statement — that by this manceuvre “the 
Normans. were at last on the hill” and could thus “charge 


BD, 188 See bore, P. C3235 ei af - $s . See above, p. 334. 
+) lil. 763- 


<< 
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~ 
Pat. 


to the east right against the defenders 
there is absolutely no foundation. _ ea 
We have now—confining ourselves to points as to which 
‘there can be no question—examined Mr. Freeman’s accoun 
of the Battle of Hastings. It is, as 1 showed at the outset, — 
- the very crown and flower of his work, and it is, I ven-Pig 
ture to assert, mistaken in its essential points. Must it, ee 3 
then, be cast aside as simply erroneous and misleading ? ee : 
Hardly. In the words of his own criticism on Mr. Coote’s 
Romans in Britain: “\t ought to be read, if only as ann 
curious study, to show how utterly astray an ingenious and SS ee. 
thoroughly well-informed man can go.” For there is the ee 
true conclusion. The possession of exhaustive knowledge, 
E-the: devotion of unsparing pains—neither of these “were 
wanting. Then “wanting is—what?” Men have differed, 
and will always differ, as to how history should be written ; a 
but on one point we are all agreed. The true historian is | 
he, and he only, who, from the evidence before him, cans a 
divine the facts. Other qualities are welcome, but this is 
“And it was—because, here at least, he_ 


tat 


of the Standard 


“pa 


? 


the essential gift. 
Jacked it that, in spite of all his advantages, in spite of his 


genius and his zeal, our author, in his story of this battle, — 

failed as we have seen. = See — 

Mr. Freeman held that his predecessors, Thierry and Si 
Francis Palgrave, “singularly resemble each other in ae 


= 


certain lack of critical power.” His own lack, as I con=— 


ceive it, was of a somewhat different kind. For if he 
studied the text and weighed the value of his authorities, — 
yet he was often liable to danger from his tendency to a. 
parti pris. Setting out with his own impression, he read a. 
his texts in the light of that impression rather than with 
an open mind, Thus we might say of his “ very Jucid and 5 
original account” of the great battle; “as he said of Mr. — 
~ Coote’s work: “The truth of the whole ‘matter is that all 
this very ingenious but baseless fabric has been built upon 
the foundation of a single error.’ Had he not stumbled aba 
the outset over that “ quasi castellum,” he might never have a 
E 


. 


Eeidents as are Gice eto: oe the ‘authorities: the ae 
accompanying plan must be wholly destroyed. Till then, — a : 
as Dr. Stubbs has said of the discovery that “Ingulf’ was 
a forgery, “it remains a warning light, a wandering marsh- 
fire, to caution the reader not to accept too abjectly the 
conclusions of his authority.” 

What then remains, it may be asked, of Mr. Freeman’s” 
narrative? When one remembers its superb— vividness, 
atrying us away in spite of ourselves, one is tempted to 
eply i in his own words on the saga of Stamfordbridge : — 


: = We ‘have, indeed, a 4: glorious description SSR when critically 
xamined, proves to be hardly more worthy of belief than a battle- 
ome inthe Iliad. . . . Such is Boe magnificent legend which — 


: ee as he ia so justly Reet when dismissing as a 
“mythical” this “famous and magnificent saga” (pp. = 
- 328-9), “a void is left which history cannot fill, and which 
it is forbidden to the historian to fill up from the resources 
of his own imagination.” : 
Ee Accepting the Senne here enunciated by Mr. Freeman — 
i himself, I do not merely reject demonstrably erroneous | 
statements. I protest against his giving us a narrative ~ 
drawn “from the resources of his own imagination.” It 
is no answer to say that his guesses cannot be actually 
_ proved to be wrong; the historian cannot distinguish too 
sharply between statements drawn from his authorities 
and guesses, however ingenious, representing imagination — 
alone. No one, I am sure, reading Mr, Freeman’s_bril- 
-liant narrative, could imagine how largely his story of the 
ee battle i is based on mere conjecture. 

What the battle really was may be thus tersely ex- 


tar? 


and the Battle of Hasti 


"# 
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. pressed—it was Waterloo without the Prussians. : 
Normans could avail nothing against that serried mass. 
a Dash’d on every rocky square, ME RP x wet es 
Their surging charges foam’d themselves away. 


As Mr. Oman has so well observed, the Norman hors 
might have surged for ever “around the impenetrabl 
- shield-wall.” 19 Tt was only, as he and Mr. Hunt“ have 
shown, by the skilful combination of horsemen and archet 
by the maddening showers of arrows between the charg 
of the horse, that the English, especially the lighter armed 
were stung into breaking their formation and abandonin 
eee that passive defence to which they were unfortunatel; 
Aa restricted. “While no mode of array could ‘be stronger so 
mi long as the line remained unbroken, it made it hard to fo 
a - the line again.” Dazzled by the rapid movements of == 4 

their foes, now advancing, now retreating, either in feint 
ps HOF in earnest, the English, in places, broke their line, and _ 
then the Duke, as Mr. Oman writes, “thrust his horseme 

‘into the gaps.”*” All this is quite certain, and is what the 
authorities plainly describe. Let us, then, keep to whi 

we know. Is it not enough for us to picture the English 
line stubbornly striving to the last to close its broken 
ranks, the awful scene of slaughter and confusion, as the 
‘Old Guard of Harold, tortured by Norman arrows, found — 


the horsemen among them at last, slashing and piercing — 
right and left. Still the battle-axe blindly smote ; dog A 
_  gedly, grimly still they fought, till the axes dropped from 
their lifeless grasp. And so they fell. > nue pS 
_ Mr. Archer, when he first came forward to defend «Mr. 


7 


4 


180 Social England, i. 299. “Mr. Oman, like Mr. J, H. Round, knows . 
nothing of the famous ‘palisade,’ but only of the “shield-wall’ of the : 
Enylish” (Speaker, 2 Dec., 1893). 3 ey ee 

1409 Norman Britain, p. 79: : ~Sela 

141 [hid., p. 80. . 

18 Sgcial England, p. 300. 
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man’s: account Pe the great ee pase observed that 1 


Beene, a conteheiin. it will at once be perceived, is very different _ 
any mere criticism of detail; it affects the centre and the very 
rt of Mr. Freeman’s work. If he could blunder here in the 
st careful elaborated passage of his whole history, he could — 
der ABYSS | his Brie? (pc for aes would be Bare almost 


a surely, is a harsh . I would rather say 


t at the historian is seen here at his strongest and at his : ie 
akest: at his weakest in his tendency to follow blindly = 


individual authorities in turn, instead of grasping them as 


ali 


. whole, and, worse still, in adapting them, at need, to his 
yn preconceived notions; at his strongest, in his Homeric | 


wer of making the actors in his drama live and move 
fore us. Nek in vain has “the wand of the enchanter,” 


aid Sar his ae We are learning from recent German 


earches how the narratives of peat! ae warfare are 


Aas ae Ptace before the army as a hindrance to the 
enemy.” But spells are now no longer wrought 


A eee ‘With woven paces and with waving hands ; 


3 and the Druid’s hedge must go the way of our own magi:; 
_cian’s “ palisade.” * 

es: But, as I foresaw, in his. eagerness to prove, at least, the 

~ existence of a palisade, my critic was soon reduced to 

_ impugning Mr. Freeman’s own supreme authority, and at 


ast” to throwing over Mr. Freeman himself “Incidit in 
One cupiens vitare Charybdim.” Sneering** at what 


Ha GoM ts Rev Ps 3530-2 M44 Tbid., Pp. 335. 
M5 EHR, ix. 607. ; 
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he historian termed his “ highest Pisa primary” 
thority, that “precious monument,” the Bayeux. Tapestr. 
as —merely because it will not square with his views—he 
rejects utterly Mr. Freeman’s theory as to its date 

_ origin,“ and substitutes one which. the Professor described 
as “utterly inconceivable.” “’ He has further informed 1S 
that “common sense” tells him that the English axemen. 
cannot possibly have fought “in the close array of © 
shield-wall,” as Mr. Freeman says they did And 
he finally demolishes Mr. Freeman’s “ conception of 
battle” by dismissing “an. imaginary  shield- -wall,” 
assuring us that the absurd _ vision of eat extended shiel 
wall vanishes like smoke.” 2 > 
It is impossible not to pity Mr. eectnan ss woul 
champion. Scorning, at the outset, the thought that 
hero could err “in the most carefully elaborated passage 
his whole history,” 151 his attitude of bold defiance was a joy 
to Mr. Freeman's iene (Ae 


~ rng 


api Cap aUuTe Baive ew « ds add rerroiBibs, : 

poate 6é of OUpu T eoxe ‘Kal aomioa ™avrOs eiony, 
TOV KT a puevatt Meuaws Og TLS TOU Y avrios ENBow, . 
omepSaréa taxwv. , ee aS 


But his wildly brandished weapon proved more daa t 
friend than foe: he discovered, as I knew, = seas on 


that the lines in the Roman de Rou, which ee M 
Freeman asserted, “the array of the shield-wall,” canno 


< 


2 MORE R.y ix, 219° 226. Mi Tbid., 224, 257. 
MB V.C., ii. 469 5 and supra, p. BT Me Sean ys 
49 Cont. Rev., 352. 150 7bid., 348. 
U1 Cont. Rev., 335-330. ie “i Sa ees 
12The Reviewer . . . tellsusthat . . . Mr. Freeman « 


wrong, completely wrong, in his whole conception of the b 
. .« His attack-must be held to have fhiled u eee Rev. » PP. 33 oe 
UE VC) Ui vos e : 


I do not ook haye never said—that I agree with every word 
hat Mr. Freeman has written about the great battle; but I do. : 
regard his account of Hastings as the noblest battle-piece in our F a 
historical literature—perhaps in that of the world.” ae 


a «oO most lame and ‘impotent ‘conclusion !” We are dis- 
cussing whether that account is “right,” not whether it is 

“noble.” To the splendour of that narrative I have borne 
3 pee pre witness. I nee spoken of its “superb vivid- 
” T have dwelt on 


as ee ak move before us,” and have cee hist : 
tale with the “glorious description” in the saga of Stamford — 
_ Bridge. But the nearer it approaches to the epic and theres 
5 oe the i ere is that stirring tale to be rigidly con-_ 


Bes oteatiis Sista The eae of my original sagen ae 
as. to the narrative of the battle remains not merely un- _ 
rE) ken, but, it will be seen, untouched. Mr. Archer him-_ 

‘self has now pleaded that “the only” point he “took up | 
directly” was that of the disputed passage in Wace ;™ and — 
here he could only make even the semblance of a case by ~ 
deliberately ignoring and suppressing Mr, Freeman’s own 
verdict (iii. 763-4), to which, from the very first, I have 
_ persistently referred. In his latest, as in his earliest article, 
he adheres to this deliberate suppression, and falsely repre- : 
sents “Mr. Freeman’s interpretation” as “a palisade or — 
barricade” alone. : aM Sy eae ee ee 
ae who may episc to plain speaking should rather — 


14 Cont, Rev, Pp. 349. Ch Mr. Archer’s articles passim. 


185 BTR, ix. 22» 
i Bod. Rei ix. 607. 5 E: IR, ix. 696. Supra, p. 347. 


Ese work cannot here be impugned by any straightforward 
means. The impotent wrath aroused by its success will 
lead, no doubt, to other attempts equally unscrupulous and a 


-_be obscured. I appeal, sure of my ground, to the verdict of 
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denounce the tactics that make such speaking necessary. 
When my adversary claims that his case is proved, if the — 


perfectly aware that Mr. ‘Freeman distinctly asserted that 
it did. To suppress that fact, as Mr. Archer does, *8 can 


. only be described as dishonest. 


resorted, it would seem that my “attack” on Mr. Freeman’s 


inevitable triumph of the truth. 


asserted in his preface, “a period of our history which is. 3 


‘urgently needed than it is at the present hour. Only that 
Jesson is one which Mr, Freeman could never teach, bé-= tae 
‘cause it is the bitterest commentary on the doctrines hes aa 


‘writer who placed England before party, the tale might 


centralized system, the absorption in party strife, the belief — 


an 

ae oer fi San il 

i? ‘atc Vee AS or oy f x Wi pate eal 

hor aay ct Ns eto 220 ee Te ra: 5 - on ° resu 
‘ t Tdror ss Nae te kh Pine et = 9508 a {roe he nt 
anaes eee aaa “ : < eae A mfg Ba, 


rv 


disputed passage does not describe a shield-wall, he iss 


~ 


Judging from the desperate tactics to which my opponent 


equally futile. But truth cannot be silenced, facts cannot — 


historical scholars, awaiting, with confidence and calm, the Si 


- CONCLUSION. 
“History is philosophy teaching by examples.” In one SS 
sense the period of the Conquest was, as Mr. Freeman 


“ae 


full alike of political instruction and of living personal — 3 
interest.” In one sense, it is an object-lesson never ‘more es 


* 


most adored. In the hands of a patriot, in the hands of Ace 


have burned like a beacon-fire, warning us that what hap-— 5. 

pened in the past, might happen now, to-day. The Battle 
of Hastings has its moral and its moral is for us. An te 
almost anarchical excess of liberty, the want of a strong 2 


that politics are statesmanship, and that oratory will save 


48 F,H.R., ix. 606, 607. My readers are invited to refer to this article. 


and to that in the Cou. Rev. (March, 1893), and test my statement _ 


for themselves. 


1 Blind Democrat 


Sich: ie panera a Hastoniien, are eon now eS 
n. But Mr. Freeman, like the Bourbons, never learnt, 
dq never forgot. A democrat first, an historian a 
» History was for him, unhappily, ever “past | 
Pm Th he. worshipped Harold with a blind en-— 
thusiasm, it was chiefly because he was a novus homo, re: 
who reigned purely by the will of the people.” Heinsisted 
that the English, on the hill of battle, were beaten through 
lack of discipline, through lack of obedience to their king ; 
Bar he owe not see that the pee in which he ee - 


To ‘him fie “voice of: “a> iver oa 
was “the most spirit-stirring of earthly sounds ;” is 
ut it Eeiled about as much to check the Norman Conquest 

AS the fetish of an African savage, or the yells of Asiatic 

- We trace in his history of Sicily the same blind- :* 
SS s to fact. Dionysius was for him, as he was for Dante, 

; Dionisio fero 
Che fe’ Cicilia aver dolorosi anni. 


But, in truth, the same excess of liberty that left England 
a prey to the Normans had left Sicily, in her day, a prey — 
to Carthage: the same internal jealousies paralysed her 
strength. And yet he could not forgive Dionysius, the 
-man who gave Sicily what she lacked, the rule of a “ strong 
man armed,” because, in a democrat’s eyes, Dionysius was 
a “tyrant.” That I am strictly just in my criticism of 
Mr. Freeman’s attitude at the Conquest, is, I think, abun- 
py manifest, when even so ardent a democrat as Mr. 


= 396 Mr. Pre pre a Battle eof. Hasting 
masters of Romance civilization. The nation emai but. 
mained as a conquered race, to be drilled in the stern n school ) 


Si aaa 150 


i {ook eee with longing to a es and pure Tene 
- England,” could still exult in the thought that a de 
cratic age is bringing England ever nearer to her state 
“before the Norman set foot upon her shores.” ey 
But the school of which he was a champion has 
seen its day. A reactionary movement, as has been Pp 
out by scholars in America, as in Russia has inv 
the study of history, has assailed the supremacy of 
Liberal school, and has begun to preach, as the teachin, 
- the past, the dangers of unfettered freedom. : 
Politics are not statesmanship. Mr. Freeman confuse 
the two. There, rang from his successor a truer Boise w 


parish Sis to rise to tHe: level of their high iaherteees 
among the nations of the earth. What was the “Empire 
what was India—we all remember that historic phrase— 
to one whose ideal, it would seem, of statesmanship was — 
that of an orator in Hyde Park? Godwine, the ambitious, 
the unscrupulous agitator, is always for him “the great a 
deliverer.” Whether in the Sicily of the “ tyrants, SOF 
the England of Edward the Confessor, we are preciets = 
under the guise of history with a glorification Oe dema- — ae 


Ra 3 
a it 


BOSY- , yc ee : 

No man ever deserved a higher or a more lasting place in maaieoel ee 
gratitude than the first man who, being neither King nor Priest, stands 
forth i in English history as endowed with all the pent attributes of ‘e 


ad 


9 Anglo-Saxon Britain, p. 172. 
19 Norman Conquest, iil. 454. SAS 
16 e.g, Vinogradoff and Dr. Andrews, _ 
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ate ; * 3 ee 
eo AD hiss, 3 in those chsvant: ee we .can revere Fiat 


et that “ irresistible issue” ;7 he had surely before 
a living ‘model, who, if not a one ays was, no doubt, 

s unrivalled parliamentary leader.” Do we not recog- — 
> the portrait ?— 


Ft. it was not an “ irresistible tongue,” nor “the har- ee 
angue ~ of a practised orator,” of which England stood — 
ve Forts and soldiers, not tongues, are England’s 
vant now as then. But to the late Regius Professor, if — 
re was one thing more hateful than “ castles,” more 
eful even than hereditary rule, it was a standing army. ° 
hen the Franco-German war had made us look to our 
‘ness, he set himself at once, with superb blindness, to § ie 
sneer at what he termed “ the panic,” to suggest the 
; application of democracy to the army, and to express his 
7 characteristic aversion to the thought of “an officer and a 
ay gentleman.” 1% Tow could such a writer teach the lesson 
~ of the Norman Conquest ? - 
pre The long, long canker of peace ’ ’ had done its work— — 
- “vivebatur enim tune pene ubique in Anglia perditis mori-_ 
bus, et pro. pacis affluentia deliciarum fervebat luxus.”" _ 
pre Tana was ripe for the invader, and a saviour of pasiety 


32 Norm. Cong. i. 352 188 Thid., 327. 
184 Jhid., 326. 165 Tb7d., 332. 
186 We shall get rid of the talk abouts! an officer ata a gentleman.’ 
= (Macmillan’s, Xxiv. 10). ; 
el Vita We Patines 


a9) 


wa was ae abil” While our ethers: were pian ge ate 
ey pereneS the strife of rival pane pat _ me} 


ey Mr. FREEMAN. 


: of the array of the. shield-wall 
have often heard already as 


‘it, all the better for coming in 
the mouths of enemies. Wace 
gives his description, 12941 :— 
ee Conq., ili. 763). 


; wall.” ? 


MASTER WACE. 


objections to 
Maldon, but it is at Senlac 
that we get the fullest descriptions — 


349). Sete. re 


TN discussing Mr. Freeman’s treatment of the great 
r i battle, we saw that the only passage he vouched for 
e existence of a palisade,* consisted of certain lines from 
ce’s Roman de Rou, which he ultimately declared to be, 
the contrary, a description of “the array of the shield- — 
The question, therefore, as to their meaning—on 

which my critics have throughout endeavoured to repre-— 


Mr. ARCHER. near. 


Now, there are six distinct 
translating this. 
passage [of Wace] asifitreferred 
to a shield-wall. These objec- i 
tions are, of course, of unequal — 


value ; but some of them would, | . 
by themselves, ‘suffice to over- 


throw such a theory (Cont. Rev. 


sent the controversy as turning—did not even arise so far 


en ee 


y 


VEG lea 7 Ost 


wall and nothing else. 


-as Mr. Freeman was concerned. Still less had I occasion — 
eto discuss the authority of Wace, Mr. Freeman’s explicit — 
By. verdict on the lines (iii. 763-4) having removed them, as 
us ‘concerns his own narrative, from the sphere of controversy. — 
; The: case, however, is at once guid when Mr. Archer 


: 1 Dismissing ut supra the “ fosse” passage, which neither mentions nor 
epapies it, together with the passage from Henry of Huntingdon. 

3 I have shown in the &. Z. A. (ix. 225) that he meant — 

eke’ by the shield-wall “exactly what he meant by it elsewhere,” a shield- 


insists on ignoring Mr. Freeman’s wars ane wate 
_ independent examination of the lines, quoting also 
passages which were not vouched by Mr. Freeman, 
_ proving “beyond the shadow of a doubt that Wace 
mean to represent the English at Hastings as fighting b 
_ hind a palisade.”* So long as I make it clearly understood — 
that this question in no way affects the controversy as to a 
_ Mr. Freeman, I am quite willing to discuss the question 
thus raised by Mr. Archer. — : er; 
iti is most naturally treated under these three heads : — 
(1) Did Wace believe and assert: that there was a “pal 
sade? poorer ye 
(2) If so, what weight oven to be artaehed to his autho- 


~ 


rity? 
(3) If we reject it, can we explain. how his” mista 


arose? 
WAcE’s MEANING. 


a I have elsewhere! discussed “the disputed Gasages 
(supra, p. 345), and agreed with Mr. Archer that there are 
_ “four views which have been suggested” as to its mean- — 3 
‘ing? Two of them, I there showed, were successively, held — 
by Mr. Freeman, and the two others, successively advanced — 
by Mr. Archer. When I add (anticipating) that according 
to M. Paris, “le passage de Wace présente quelque obscu: : 
rité,”° and that M. Meyer introduced yet another element 
of doubt in a special kind of shield (“de grands écus”) 
not previously suggested, it will be obvious, quite a 
from any opinion GE my own, that the passage presents fer 
_ difficulties. a 

So long as I only dealt with Mr. Freeman’s aoe if relied ‘ 
on his admission that the passage described the shies 
eee Now that we are tl his work aside, S ae 


, ix. 231- 240 eID. 1X, 2 ae os, 
N.C. Ph 763-4 e te , 260. 


re Ss 


ear difficulty. referred either to a palisade or toa 
ee all. “The word “escuz,” it will be seen, occurs 
Mr. Archer held, at first, that in 
ither case aes it. mean real “shields,’® but he afterwards 
_ assigned that meaning to the second of the two “escuz,” 
ile still rendering the first “in a metaphorical sense.”9 

is obvious that when Mr. Freeman took the lines to 


cribe “ the array of the shield- wall,” he must have done ze 


on the ground that “escuz” meant “shields.” That is 
own contention. While fully recognising the obstacles | 
translating “the disputed passage” as if it foicteee 
Ay toa see wall, I maintain that “escu’ ‘means 


iner to a ccite, this issue ee Stat the a ae Ae 


age to the verdict of ‘MM. Gaston Paris and Paul 
In spite of my protest, this was done without my — 

S edd my solution of the problem™ being laid before — 
at the same time. A snap verdict was thus secured — 
fa they had seen the evidence. I am sure that Mr. 
iner must have thought this fair, and editors, we 
cannot err; but it seems to me quite possible that 
distinguished French scholars were not familiar with pe 
shield-wall, an Old English tactic, and were not 
re that this information was the great feature of the — 


battle. Had all this, as I wished, been duly set before gee 


kif Cont. Rev, p. 348. - ° F.H.R., ix. 17-20. 
9 explained, in one of my replies to "Mr. Archer, that this statement 
pplied only to its usage “in Wace” (Academy, 16th Sept., 1893), but, 
istically, he has not hesitated to suppress this explanation, and 
renew his sneers at my knowledge of “Old French,” on the ground of a 
: statement which, I had explained, was not my meaning (Z.H.R. ix. $04): 
t is difficult to describe such devices as these. 
_ Common as the word is in Wace, I ‘have never found any otter 
- instance: of its use (ze. by him) in a metaphorical sense, nor, if there is’ 
e, has Mr. Archer enemas to produce it. 


402 eo Lei aOR iki 
a ea their verdict wom of course, have ‘carried 
greater weight. ; 
But having said this much, I frankly admit that 
verdict is in Bye: of Mr. Archer’s contention, and, so 
as the first “ escuz is concerned, mies my. own.” ie 


fect right to SP late hae their verdict is oe tha so jee \ 
he does not pretene that it also confirms “Mr. Freeman’s — 
interpretation,” by ignoring the historian’s own latest | an be 
a et words.” 


which ae an porene Bjenicae in my own solution =< the 
problem.“ 
_ Having now ae how the matter stands with _regar 
o “the disputed passage,” I need not linger over those 
y Shc: Mr. Freeman ignored, and which Mr, Archer ad- 
duced to strengthen his views as to the main. ‘passage. 
have dealt with these elsewhere,” and need here only refer 
to Il. 8585-90, because that passage raises a point of his- 
torical interest quite apart from personal controversy. [ _ 
have maintained that it can only be accepted at the cost of me: 
“throwing over Mr. Freeman’s conception of the batele””* 
and have proved, by quoting his own words, that he pias 
the standard with Harold at his foot “in the gle: fore. 4 


Eas 4x0 200 18 N.C, iii, 736-4. e: 
“The word “fenestres,” for instance, which Mr. Archer first rendered = 
‘ash,” out of ¢ deference to Mr. Freeman and his predecessors, but sub- 
sequently windows * (EAR, I. EC) 1s; either a corruption or quite — 
inexplicable. “If it pleases Mr. Archer,” as I wrote (76., 236), “to con- | a 
struct a barricade, of which ‘windows’ are the chief ingredient, on an _ 
uninhabited Sussex down, in 1066, he is perfectly welcome to do. SOMSgeT 
may ea ee rendering adopted by the two French scholars does: ie 
not in the least alter my view as to the im Pao or rat 2 
of the suggestion. . ) age absundig a ee: 

odd 0 5. By SOR REY WG 


°Q.R., July, 1893, p. 95 


ee sO: ce was, eT think, very ee wrong, eat was 
sf eainaae here, as elsewhere, by his dramatic treatment of 
Harold. But as this can only be matter of opinion, I have 
not challenged his view; I only say that those who accept 
it. cannot consistently appeal to a passage in Wace which 
af “places the standard i in the rear of the epelish host. 


Wact's Avmionne 


Bientions: a, ates of some kind, even fae not con- 
sistently 9 in front of the English troops, let us see whether 
his statement is corroborated, whether, it is in harmony — 
with the other evidence, and whether, if it is neither cor- 
 roborated nor in such agreement, his authority is sufficient 
nevertheless, to warrant its acceptance. Ray 
_ As to corroboration, Mr. Archer undertook “to produce 
corroborative evidence from other sources”;” but this at 7 
once dwindled down to one line—* @ading in the same i 
_ direction ”"—from Benoit de St. Maur, who does not even | = 
mention a palisade.” - There is therefore, on his own eS 
e showing, not a shred of corroborative evidence. 
me NS’ to the second point, I may refer to my arguments 


Y E.R. ix. 251-3. 1 was careful to add that “if it be claimed that 
_ his text is contradictory, this would but prove further how confused his 
mind really was as to the battle” (p. 252). Mr, Archer, as I anticipated, 

- now prints, as a conclusive reply (20., ix. 603), words which look the other 

_. way, ignoring, as usual, the quotations on which I explicitly relied. He pps 

has thereby, as I said, only proved how confused, here as elsewhere, 2 

Mr. Freeman’s conception was. 


_ 18 Mr. Archer now prefers to leave its details doubtful (£4... Ray i ix, 606). 
19 As I have shown in Z.A.R.. ix. 244-5. 
POO. Rev Ghat 5 : 2 
7h, 346. Reteesne 


res have shown (Academy, 16th Sept., 1893) by reference to Godefroi 
d Michel that either Mr. Archer or they must here have been ignorant 
of Old French. The former alternative seems to be accepted. 


against the palisade” where I Siowea: ae none of 
authorities i is here i in agreement with Wace. ; 

We come, therefore, to our third point, namely, 3 
| "weight to which Wace’s testimony, when standing alon 


is entitled. Here, as elsewhere, I adhere to my position. 
_ As I have written in the Quarterly Review— 


; Even if Wace, clearly and codeisteatty: mentioned a ple 

throughout his account, of the battle, we should certainly reject the — 
_ statement of a witness, writing a century after it, when we find him | 
at variance with every authority (for that is our point), just as Mr. 
_ Freeman rejected the bridge at Varaville,“ or the ‘ falsehood” of 

the burning of the ships, or the “ blunder” of making the Duke land 

at Hastings, or his anachronisms, or his chronology. For, “of course,” 
in the Professor’s own words, “whenever he [Wace] departs from 
_ contemporary authority, and merely sets down floating iradieigaeae 
nearly a hundred years after the latest events which he ascage eT his 
bee . statements need to be.very carci weighed.” * | 


. Tet me Soke lay stress upon the points on which, 2 
_ when Wace and the Tapestry differ, the. preference is ¢ eS = 
By: ne Freeman ninels to the capes as against ES — 


Had the tapestry been a = of later date, it is hardly poste 
that it could have given the simple and truthful account of these 
matters which it does give. A work of the twelfth or thirteenth — 
century * would have brought in, as even honest Wace does in some 
degvee, the notions of the twelfth or thirteenth century. : 


® Supra, Pp. 348-9. "reba 

The case of the battle of Varaville, in 1058, is presiceht similar j in tos 
this respect to that of the Battle of Hastings. Of the former Mr. Freee Ss 
pas man writes :—“ Wace alone speaks, throughout his narrative, of a bridge. — za 
All the other writers speak only of a ford” (iii. 173). Now Wace’s Oe 
____ authority was better for this, the earlier battle, because, says Mr. Free- 

_man, he knew the ground, Yet the Professor did riot hesitate to rejects « 
his “ bridge.” So again, in “the campaign of Hastings,” Mr. Freeman — 
rejects “the falsehood of the story of William burning his ships, of which 
the first traces appear in Wace” (iii. 408). So meh, See placing our = : 
reliance upon Wace, when he stands alone, — a 

* 0.R., July, 1893, p 96. 

ie Mr. Archers limit is | 1066- 12I0. 


he 


“te the Tapestry] Bey Bonaterek detail is seetiate “the lack of - 
on a the FORE oe s7ah [Bat] Wace eek of the horse of 


Dee agains} is “ ats accurate” (iti. AS we read, as 
to the English eee because he differs from the Tapes- ae 
As = Harold’s wound, “ Wace places it too early in —— 
eae 497)5 Mr. Freeman follows the Tapestry. ae 


“Vent ad Palenae: says | the "Tapestry . 5 Wace . . . altogether e; ‘ 
‘ses the geography, ee the army land at Hastings, and Es 
he He 
r ne i the a Mors” the Duke's ship, the i apestey! ee 
Wace describes him “ Saete 
et are thd portant” Me. Freeman adopts the “horn” 


See Harold, says Mr. Freeman, was imprisoned at 


‘This is is plain from the Tapesty “ Dux eum wo Belrem im 
ee i 


a Sie (iis 224). . | “ee 
This illustrates, I would remind Mr. Archer, the differ- 2 
ence. between a cima authority and a mere late com ss 

To these apes I may add Wace’s mention of Harold’s | a 
Ae (ventaille). Mr. Freeman pointed out ae superior 
accuracy of the Tapestry ip ey ee nose-pieces” (iii. 574), 
and observed ‘that “the vizor” was a much later intro- 

at duction Gi 497}. ” Here pes we see the soundness of 


a 


yo We haves I Lae a Sarees instance in Wace’s pi arnes (hoyzaay Ge 

z 7814, $328, 8332, 8342, 8587, 8629, 8656). An excellent vindication of 
om hae akc Tapestry—oddly | enough overlooked by Mr. Freeman— — 
a y, M. Delauney = Origine de la Tapisserie de Bayeux. prouvée 


Master Wace 


Mr. Freeman’s view that Wace could not help introducing 
‘Sas notions” of his own time into his account of the 
battle. Miss Norgate admits that he “transferred to his _ 
mythical battles the colouring of the actual battles of his 
own day,” but urges that these narratives illustrate the 
ans bee of Wace’s own . . . contemporaries.” Quite 


a oo _ But the battle of Hastings belonged to an older and 


Ss 


Beriete style of warfare. That is what his champions 
always forget. If Miss Norgate’s argument has any ae 
- meaning, it is that the men who eee in that battle were <5 a 
te Wace’s own contemporaries.” . . 6. ae 
But, even where Wace’s authority is in actuals agree- 
ee with the Tapestry, Mr. Freeman did not hesitate to 
reject, or rather, ignore it, as we saw in the matter of the | 
. fosse disaster. ore 
As to Wace’s- sources of information, and thew prima facie : 
$e Basiience for his authority, a question of considerable in- 


aan 4 


poaterest, is’ raised, ~ Mr. Archer discusses it from his own es 


par elle-méme” (Caen, 1824)--discusses the weapons, the author ob- 
serving: “La hache d’armes ressemble & celle de nos sapeurs ; celle des — 
temps postérieurs au xi¢ si¢cle 4, dans les monuments, une espéce de — 
_ petite lance au-dessus de la douille du coté opposé au tranchant” (see 
Be Jubinal, La Tapisserie de Bayeux, p. 17). This exactly describes the 3s 
ie true g7sarme, a later introduction. Soagain, Wace makes the chevalier — eek. 
___who has hurried from Hastings exclaim to Harold— 


“Un chastel i ont ia ferme ei ss 
De dreteschese de fosse” (Ul. 6717- 8), ; 


Sy whereas bretasches of course were impossible at the time. One i is re- | a 
minded of the description, by Piramus, of the coming of the ai Se Bees 
gaee over the broad sea Britain they sought” :— iia 


“Leuent bresteches od kernels, 3 Sarna 
Ke cuntrevalent bons chastels, pee oes 
De herituns [? hericuns] e de paliz ‘_ gi es 
Les cernent, si funt riulez Pentre ner e  e 

Del quer des cheygnes, forze e halz, _ iy 
Ki ne criement sieges ne asalz.” Ree 


(Vie s eint Edmund le Rey, Il. 228-33), 
8 FH.R., ix. 66, 


point? On Wace's life, age and work, facts are few 
5-2 and speculations ‘many. These have been collected and 
ieee ‘pe ety: pee in ge great work, man the follow-_ 


lace was certainly Heng not merely in 1170, but in 

, for he alludes to the siege of Rouen (August, 1174) in } 
epilogue to the second part of the “Roman.”® It is 
dmitted on all hands, though Mr. Archer does not mention 

; cor sronation of the younger Henry (June 14, 1170). 2 Allow- 
ae for its great length, he cannot have come to his, 
int of the battle at the very earliest till 1171, 105 years 
xr the event. For my part, I think that it was probably 


, that he did not even begin the third part till after the 


written even some years later. But imagine in any case — 
Englishman, ignorant of Belgium, writing an account 


Waterloo, mainly from oral tradition, in 1920. 


_ Mr, Archer contends that Wace was born “ probably be- . 2 


sen the years 1100 and I110” (ave, p. 31). Andresen 

Ids that the earliest date we can venture to assign is: 

110," forty- -four years after the battle. Special stress is 
by Mr. Archer on Wace’s oral information :— 


ie had seen and talked ice many men who recollected things asf 


ite or to Hastings and the Hastings campaign. Among his in- 
ants for this latter was his own father, then, we may suppose, a 
_ well-grown | lad, if not an actual participator in the fight (ante, p. a 


aw) We may suppose ”—where all is supposition—exactly — 


the contrary. If Wace was born, as we may safely say, 


more than forty years after the battle, “we may pa 


aE AW freee) Cy Be Y ke -18, and throughout his paper. 
be a 8A, Ray 1X G20! 
81% AJ siege de Rouen le quidierent gaber » (1, 62). — 
32% Demn nicht etwa am Schlusse, sondern gleich zu Anfang des 
Es 3 genannten Theiles ” (a. 179) “ spricht er von den drei Konigen Heinrich 
Soe die er gesehen und gekannt” (p. XCiv.). 3 
TA Nimmt man das Jahr. 1110 a Geburtsjahr des Dichters aniy etcos 


—* 2 


Master mE Iees 
that his father was not even born before it. All this” 
about Wace’s father is based on Il. 6445-7, of which A 
dresen truly remarks, “Die Verse ‘Mais co oi dire a mon 
pere, Bien m’en souient mais Vaslet ere, Que set cenz nes, 
quatre meins, furent, u.s.w., sind viel zu _unbestim toms 
gehalten, so dass wir aus ihnen streng genommen n 
_einmal entnehmen kénnen, ob der Vater im Jahre 1 
schon auf der Welt war oder nicht” (p. Ixx). I vent 
__ to take my own case. Born within forty years of Waterl 
~ I can say with Wace that I remember my father telling 
“me, as a boy, stories of the battle. But he was born afte: 
it. The information was second-hand. Over and over _ 
again does Mr. Archer lay stress on the fact (uz supray 
that Wace gives us “the reminiscences of the old heroes 
_ who fought at Hastings as no one else has cared to doe 
I must insist that Wace himself nowhere mentions havir 
= ‘seen or spoken to them. He does mention having seen m: 
who remembered the great comet (Mr. Archer italic 
the lines®); but this exactly confirms my point. For whe 
Wace had seen eye-witnesses he was careful, we see, to 
“mention the fact. Men would remember the comet, though a 
little children at the time. One of my own very earliest — 
recollections is that of a great comet, even though it did 
not create the sensation of the comet in 1066. Wace had | 
_ talked with those who had been children, not with those 
who had been fighting men, in 1066, rae ae 
I need only invite attention to one more point. Mr. 
Archer assures us that “ Wace is a very sober wri 
with “something of the shrewd scepticism” of ‘modern 
_ scholars. What shall we say then, of his long story (Il 
7005-7100) of the night visit, by Harold and Gyrth, to the 
_ Norman camp, to which Mr. Archer appeals as evidence =a 


ss 


mn 2 
So 


terame 


“ELAR, ix. 33. It need scarcely be said that Bless « 
_ would be found rather in England than in Normandy. 


spel Sab eth wh “Assez vi homes qui la virent, 
Qui ainz e pois longues vesquirent.” 


old heroes” 


“OE H.R., 1k 33. 


LA Authority 


he JZices a eaiole « Nothing,” reabas Mr. Freeman 
449), “could be less trustworthy. . . . No power 

rt of divination could have revealed it.” 7 Mr. Archer Se 
s us he has only space for one instance 88 of Wace’s con- a 
entiousness. That instance is his story of the negotiation = 
ween William and Baldwin of Flanders on the eve of © 
ue ee this | eet Mr. Freeman writes :— 


Arana of Wanders Wace has a tale which strikes me as Son 
‘ely legendary that I did not venture to introduce it into the TORO 
pine whole Cat seems quite inconsistent with the real | 


nes Comment i is aed. 


a ae “now shang that Loe evidence is not cor- 


rt 2 is Re to “describe a ale te or defence of some 2 sort 
aes 


_WACE AND HIS SOURCES. Ms 


Tn Eiane ac authorities for the Battle of ‘Hastings, is 
yas led to a conclusion which, so far as I know, had never a 
occurred to any one. It is that William of Malmesbury’s — x ; 
“Gesta Regum” was among the ‘sources used by Wace. 
Neither in Korting’s elaborate treatise, “ Ueber die Quellen — 
des_ Roman de Rou,” nor in Andresen’s notes to his well- on ; 
known edition of the “Roman” (ii. 708), can I find any 


a 
ie! + 


aa i Compare his scornfal rejection (iii. 469-71) of Wace’s tales in I 
a 7875-7950. Bey S 
ee Ley aks 3A » 
ae te ™ Reprinted from the English Historical Review, October, 1893. 


} Edepestion. fo this Bice EDT - Stubbs, in ‘hie ediciones of 
“Gesta Regum,” dwells on the popularity of the work 
at home and abroad, but does not include Wace among - 
writers who availed themselves of it; and the late Mr. 
_ Freeman, though frequently compelled to notice the _agree-- 
“ment between Wace and William, never thought, it ap 3 
pears, of suggesting the theory of derivation; indeed, h 
_ speaks of the two writers as independent witnesses, whe 
ye dealing with one of these coincidences.*® The more one — A 
studies Wace, the more evident it becomes ‘that. the 
“Roman” requires to be used with the greatest cacttoa tam 
Based on a congerdes of authorities, on tradition, and occa- 
sionally of course, on the poetic invention of the trouveur — 
it presents a whole in which it is almost impossible to dis- 
entangle the various sources of the narrative. Before deal- 
ing with the passage which led me to believe that the — 
— “Gesta Regum” must have been known to Wace, I will 
glance at some other coincidences. We have first tk 

alleged landing of William at Has aee instead of Pevensey 
On this Mr. Freeman observed :— ae 


Venit ad Pevenesa, says the Tapestry. Se William of Poitiers and 
William of Jumitges. William of Malmesbury says carelessly, . 
Placido cuvsu Hastingas appulerunt. So Wace, who altvacthen es 
verses the Eecerep by: ea the army land at Hastings : ang got tow é 
Pevensey afterwards.“ tte E : 


Here William of Malmesbury who was. ena using is 
“Hastingas” as loosely as when he applied that term to 
Battle, appears to be responsible for the mistake of Wace, : 
who may have tried to harmonise him with William Of i 
_Jumiéges by making the Normans proceed to Pevensey after $i 
having landed. Take again the hotly disputed burial of a 
Harold at Waltham. On this question Mr. Freeman ie 
writes :— ; 


ey Woon. C are: Sale 783, ‘ih 402, note 2. 


‘wliam of Malmesbury ALE 
dds, acceptum itaque apud Waltham sepelivit. . . , Wace 
Jently heard two or three stories, and, with his usual discre- _ 

he avoided committing himself, but he distinctly asserts a burial 
Itham,.® ‘ oF eR OME SaaS tes Eee . 

Ss, then, is another coincidence between the two writers, — 
i as before, Wace found himself in the presence of a _ ie 
ict of authorities. On yet another difficult point, the 
ssion of Harold, I see a marked agreement, though Mr. _ 
eman did not. Harold, according to William of Malmes- _ 

extoria a principibus fide, arriputt diadema, and diade- yy Se 
te fastigiatus, nihil de pactis inter se et Willelnum cogt- 


‘tabat, Wace’s version runs :— , 
_ Heraut ki ert manant é forz 
Se fist énoindre & coroner ; 
Unkes al duc.n’en volt parler, 
Homages prist & féeltez 
Des plus riches & des ainz nes. _ 


nly is the attitude of Wace and William towards sat. 
’s action here virtually identical, but the mention of Pi, 
tion of homage seems special to them both. ie 
he passages, however, on which I would specially rest ef 
case are those in which these two writers describe 
visit of Harold’s spies to the Norman camp before the _ 
battle of Hastings. This legend is peculiar to William of 
M Imesbury and Wace, and though it may be suggested 
lat they had heard it independently, the correspondence 
=<it will, I think, be admitted—is too close to admit of that. 
olution. 


On the next page I print these passages side by side. 


Wa 
‘ 


BH, 782, 


fle es 


WILLIAM OF MALMESBURY. 


Premisit tamen qui numerum 


~ hostium et vires Specular, 


~ 
-Quos intra castra deprehensos 
. Willelmus circum tentoria duci, 


- moxque, largis eduliis pastos, 
_ domino incolumes remitti jubet. 


_ Redeuntes percunctatur Harol- 
dus quid rerum apportent: illi, 
verbis amplissimis ductoris mag- 
-nificam confidentiam. prosecuti, 
_ serio addiderunt pene omnes in 
exercitu illo presbyteros videri, 
quod totam faciem cum utroque 
labio rasam haberent; . . . 


subrisit rex fatuitatem referen- - 
 tinum, lepidoinsecutus cachinno, 


quia non essent presbyteri, sed 
- milites validi, armis invicti. 


(§ 239). 


The story is just one of those that William of Malmes 

would have picked up, and Wace has simply, in metr 

paraphrase, transferred it from his pages to his own. | 
Yet another story, on which Mr. Freeman looked - 


Master I 


_ Aueit li dus od sei menez. 


~ Bien les fist paistre e abeurer, 
. Nes volt laidir ne destorber. 


Del duc distrent mult grant « 


‘Que tuit erent rese tondu. 


‘Hardi e proz e combatanz. sy : 


E quanz barons e quanz : 


Ta esteient a. Post uenu, 
Quant il furent aparceu nae 
A Guillaume furent mene, 
Forment furent espoente. 
Mais quant il sout que il quere 
E que ses genz esmer ueneient, . 
Par tos les tres les fist Hag 
E tote Vost lor fist mostrer ; : 


Pois les laissa quites aler, 


Quant il vindrent a lor sei 


Un des Engleis, qui out veuz 
Les Normans toz res e tonduz, 
Quida que tuit proueire fusse 
E que. messes chanter peuss: 
Kar tuit erent tondu e eres 2 
‘Ne lor esteit guernon remes. 
Cil dist a Heraut que li dus 
Aueit od sei proueies plus 

Que chevaliers ne altre gent; 
De co se merueillout forment _ 


E Heraut li a respondu 
Que co sunt cheualiers uaillanz, 


“N’ont mie barbes ne guernc 


Co dist Heraut, “com nos auon 
g 


- (i. 7101-34). 


am 


Rem mar able Parallels. & ae “4t3 


€ just: suspicion, is common to these two writers, ae 


lly to them alone. It is that of “the contrast between _ 


way in which the night before the battle was spent by © 
Rona and the English” (iii. 760). Wace, says Mr. — 

“ gives us the same account” as William “in. 
nore detail,” while William « gives us a shorter account.” — 


: here again append the passages side by side, insisting on ts: a 
fact mentioned by Mr. Freeman, that Wace expands the _ 


a Hy in more detail. F 


Quant la bataille dnt loster, 
es reli La noit auant, c’oi conter, 
oe a totam noctem in- Furent Engleis forment haitie, 

pnem cantibus ponbusdue Mult riant e mult enueisie. tae 
cad ucentes. — St ay Tote noit maingierent e burent, 
5: Onques la noit en lit ne jurent. 
_ Mult les veissiez demener, 
ere S e saillir e chanter. 


i, nocte tota Eli N ormant eli Franceis 
ssioni peccatorum vacantes, Tote noit firent oreisons 
e Dominico corpore com- E furent en afflictions. 
De lor pechiez confes se firent, 
(ss 24 F,-242:) > As proueires les regehirent, 
aus E qui nen out proueires pres, — 
_ Ason ueisin se fist confes. 
Quant les m messes furent chantees, 
Qui bien matin furent finees, . . . 
(Il. 7349-56, 7362-68, 7407-8. ) 


‘This brings me to my le eation namely, § 241 of. eis 


the “ Gesta Regum.” We may divide this section into 
: th ee successive parts : (1) the description of the way in 
which the English spent the night—which is repeated, we 

e seen, by Wace; (2) the array of the English, with 

ich I shall deal below; (3) the dismounting of Harold at_ 

> foot of the Peedata I here subjoin. the parallels for 

the third, calling special attention to the phrases, “d’or e de 
= pi =rres, (auro” pose lapidibus) ” and = Guil. pois cele victoire Le 


‘ 


Rex ipse pedes juxta vexillum 
stabat cum fratribus, ut, in com- 
mune periculo aequato, nemo de 
fuga. cogitaret. Vexillum illud 
post victoriam papae mi it Willel- 

mus, quod erat in hominis pug 

_- -nantis figura, auro et lapidibus 
- arte sumptuosa intextum. 


pean. 


Pedites omnes cum bipenni- 
bus conserta ante se scutorum 
testudine, impenetrabilem cune- 
um faciunt; quod profecto illis 
ta adie saluti fuisset, nisi Nor- 
manni, simulata fuga more suo 
_confertos manipulos laxassent. 


(8 241.) 


_ enough, missed the point. 


Le fist porter a l’apostoire, 
Pp ip 


‘The only part. of § 241 which remains to be dealt. wi 
Abe second. The two passages run n thus: er 


Mr. Freeman, of course, obser-ed the Reis but, 


He first quoted the lines fi 
Wace, and then immediately add. Saale “So William of Mal 


Quant Heraut out tot apresieny 
E co nay "il pee out comni; 


red Hea fuente afidul, 5 as 
Assez out barons enuiron ; es 
Heraut fu lez son Sveti : 
Li gonfanon fu mult vaillanz, 7 
D’or e de pierres: reluissanz. oF 
Guill. pois cele victoire 


Por mostrer e metre en mem 
Son grant conquest e sa gre 
gloire. 


oe (. 7853-66 


Geldons engleis haches- por 
E gisarmes qui bien trenc 
Fait orent deuant els escuz_ = 
De fenestres e d’altres fuz, = 
Deuant els les orentlewez, 55 
Comme cleies joinz e serrez ;_ 
Fait en orent deuant | closture, 2 
N’i laissierent nule iointure, * 
Par onc Normant entr’els venist — 
Qui desconfire les volsist. 
D'escuz e d’ais s ’auironoent, 
Issi deffendre se quidoent ;_ 
Et s'il se fussent bien’ tenu, 
Ta ne fussent Je toy uencu. 


: Misunderstands the Shield- Wall 


764), thus reversing ihe ae ie The 
word that really gave me the clue was the escuz of Wace, 
oft was obvious, I held, that, here as elsewhere,* it must  — 
_ mean “ shield ”; and Mr. Freeman consequently saw in the _ 

passage an undoubted description of the “shield-wall” (iii, 
763)." Moreover, the phrase lever escus is, in Wace, ag 
familiar one, pages Eee for action, thus, for Bh 
if instance : ° : 
Mult ueissiez Engleis fremir 
Armes saisir, escuz leuer. 
. (Il. 8030, hes 


Be: difficulties in Sadia the eet as a “denies 
as tion of the “shield-wall,” just as there are in taking escug eee 
“mean “ barricades” (iii. 471). The result was that, per- 


i See mele Mr. ‘Freeman gave ie Leesan in suc- 


But. the Stile ccuhicioh: is at once accounted — 
a if we mae him to have here also followed William of Dye 
_ Malmesbury. His escuz—otherwise impossible to explain 
-—faithfully renders the scu¢a of William, while the latter’s — 
3 testudo, though strictly accurate, clearly led him astray. 
The fact is that William of Malmesbury must have been 
quite familiar with the “shield-wall,” if indeed he had seen 
seen the fyrd actually forming it.“ Wace, on the contrary, — 
+ living later, and in Normandy instead of England, cannot 
have seen, or even eee ees: this famous formation, with 


< I mean, as I pried above, elsewhere in Wace. 
3 4 He describes, as Mr. Freeman observed, King Henry bidding the 
inglish “meet the charge of the Norman knights by standing firm in the 
ray of the ancient shield- walt "(W. Rufus, ii. 411) 


See eis ue William at Malmesteae Bee 
ante se scutorum testudine. There is no question as eee 
 William’s meaning, for a ¢tetudo of shields is excellent ie 
Latin for the shield-wall formed by the Romans against a 
flight of arrows. Moreover, the construction of William’s 
_ Latin (conserta) accounts for that use by Wace of the plu- 
perfect tense on which stress has been laid as proof that 
the passage must describe a “barricade.”* That Wace — 
could, occasionally, be led astray by misunderstanding his 
authority, is shown by his taking Harold to Abbeville, after 
his capture on the French coast, a statement which arose, ie 
in Mr. Freeman’s opinion, “from a misconception of the 
words of William of Jumiéges (iii. 224).” No one, I think, — 
can read dispassionately the extracts I have printed side 
by side, without accepting the explanation I offer of this Be 
disputed passage in Wace, namely, that itis nothing but a eS 
metrical, elaborate, and somewhat confused ~ paraphrase of ~ 
the words of William of Malmesbury. — : “2s 
‘Passing from William of Malmesbury to the Bayeas 
Tapestry, we find a general recognition of the difficulty of 
determining Wace’s knowledge of it. I can only, like — 
others, leave the point undecided. On the one hand, his — 
‘narrative, as a whole, does not follow the T apestry ; on the Bho 
other, it is hard to believe that the writer of Il. 8103-8138 
had not seen that famous work. His description of the : “a 
scene is marvellously exact, and the Tapestry phrase, in’. 3 
which Odo confortat pueros—often a subject of discussion—  —__ 
is at once explained by his making the ade: whom Odor it 
“comforted” to be—~ te 


Vaslez, qui al herneis esteient 
E le herneis garder deueient. 


Of these varlets in charge of the “harness” he had already. ae 
spoken (Il. 7963-7). The difficulty of accounting for Wace, 


“Cont. Rev., March, 1893, p. 351. 


is. a canon of ae tee unacquainted with the “s = 
estry is, of course, obvious. But in any case he cannot — ares f 
ive used it, as we > do ourselves, among his sere est au 
( rities. 
In discussing his use es William of Jumiéges, we stand 
on much surer ground. It certainly strikes one as eebe 
_ that in mentioning the obvious error by which Wace makes 
farold ‘receive his wound in the eye early in the fight = 
| 8185), before the great feigned flight, Mr. Freeman 2 
es not suggest its derivation from William of pumice, | 5 Sia 
ough he proceeds to add (p.771):— | ag 


need hardly stop to refute the strange mistake of William of | 
nidges, followed by Orderic: “Heraldus ipse in primo militum — 
P a Ng Congressu,’ Ord.| vulneribus sietaliter confossus occu- 


“But a ‘worse instance of the contradictions involved Dy. 
e patchwork and secondary character of Wace’s narra- ae 
s found in his statement as to Harold’s arrival on the 
of battle. “Wace,” says Mr. Freeman, “makes the 
glish reach Senlac on Thursday Bere ”-(p. 441), So He« =) ais 
PS even | adding that Harold : 


_ fist son estandart drecier x = 
Et fist son gonfanon fichier 2 
Tloc tot dreit ou l’abeie + Ree 
De la Bataille est establie. (Il. 6985-8.) eae 
But Mr. Freeman must have overlooked the very significant i ee: 
5 fact that when the battle is about to begin, Wace tells a _ me 
ae different story, and makes Harold only occupy the battle- 
field on the Saturday morning. 


= Sighs _ Heraut sout que Normant vendreient : 
3 é. __ E que par main se combatreient : 

-Un champ out far matin porpris, 

Ou il a toz ses Engleis mis. 

Par matin les fist toz armer 

Ea bataille conreer. (i. 7768- ie ) 
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sees? “THeraldus] in campo belli apparuit mane,” and that a 


he was thus led to contradict himself. = 
Mr. Freeman had a weakness for Wace, and did not — 
conceal it: he insisted on the poet’s “honesty.” Bute 


“honesty” is not knowledge; and in dealing with the — 


battle, it is not allowable to slur over Wace’s imperfect 
knowledge. Mr. Freeman admits that “probably he did — 
not know the ground, and did not take in the distance be- 
tween Hastings and Battle” (p. 762). But he charitably 

suggests that “it is possible that when he says ‘en un ter-— : 
tre s’estut li dus’ he meant the hill of Telham, only without — 
any notion of its distance from Hastings.” But, in spite of <4 
this attempt to smooth over the discrepancy, it is impossible — 


to reconcile Wace’s narrative with that of Mr. Freeman, 


The latter makes the duke deliver his speech at Hastings, — 
and then march with his knights to Telham, and there arm. = 
But Wace imagined that they armed in their quarters at_ 
Hastings (“Issi sunt as tentes ale”), and straightway fought: — 
The events immediately preceding the battle are far more : 
doubtful and difficult to determine than could be imagined 
from Mr. Freeman’s narrative, but I must confine myself to | 
Wace’s version. I have shown that his account is not con-— 
sistent as to the movements of Harold, while as to the topo- 
graphy, “his primary blunder,” as Mr. Freeman terms it, 
“of reversing the geographical order, by making William 
land at Hastings and thence go to Pevensey,” together with <¥ 


his obvious ignorance of the character and position of the — e 
battle-field, must, of course, lower our opinion of his accu- ge 
racy, and of the value of the oral tradition at his disposal. 
To rely “mainly” on such a writer, in preference to the 
original authorities he confused, or to follow him when, in’ 23 
Mr. Freeman’s words, he actually “departs from ‘contem- 
porary authority, and merely sets down floating traditions — 1- 
= 


nearly *a hundred years after the latest events which he ~ 
records ”—betrays the absence of a critical faculty, or ‘the - r 
consciousness of a hopeless cause, oe eos 

“Tt is upon Wace that we shall mainly rely.” Cont. Kev., p. 344. 


a 


_ Lwo Concocted Narratives 


_ - NOTE ON THE PSEUDO-INGULF. 


| OWE to my friend Mr. Hubert Hall the suggestion that 
pe ry 8 the great battle described by the Pseudo-Ingulf as tak- — 
ek ing place between the English and the Danes in 870—and 
__ all accepted as sober fact by Turner in his Flistory of the 
Anglo-Saxons,—may be a concoction based on the facts of ie 
the battle of Hastings. This is also the theory Mr. Free- =< 
man advanced as to Snorro’s story of the battle of Stam- 
ford Bridge. The coincidence is very striking. In both 
-fiarratives the defending force is formed with “the dense ae 
shield-wall”;* in both it breaks at length that formation pare 
in both it is, consequently, overwhelmed ; and in both cases. 
¥ attacking force consists of horsemen and archers. But : 
the most curious coincidence is found in the principal 
‘weapon of the defending force. In Snorro’s Narrative, as 
‘Mr. Freeman renders it, “a dense wood of spears bristles 
in front of the circle to receive the charge of the English 
horsemen ”;? in the Pseudo-Ingulf the defending force 
“contra violentiam equitum densissimam aciem lancearum ke 
__ praetendebant.” * Such a defence savours of the days ae . 
ee when the knight, fighting on foot with his lance," had és 299 
placed the housecarl with his battle-axe: it was not that of a 
_ Harold’s host, but one which we meet with in the twelfth 
aa ; century. es a 
There are marks, however, in the Pseudo-Ingulf, of study 
not merely of the Battle of Hastings, but of William of 
Re Malmesbury’s account of it. From him, it would seem, are 


1 Norm. Cong, iii. 367. * Lbid., p. 365. ®Ed. 1684, p. 21. 
4 Vide supra, p. 362. Cf. the fight at Jaffa, 5 Aug., 1192. 


‘and ie tools” : 


—- 


WitiaM. << “© INGULF.” 


- Conserta ante se scutorum In unum cuneum cogil aaa és 


; testudine, impenetrabilem cuneum .. . testudinem clypeorum pre: 


paint, ; tendebant. “ 


rain, 
ght, we have the rally thus described — 


ey WILLIAM. ; CBee “INcuLr” 


~ nec tamen ultioni suze defuere, “7 
— quin crebro consistentes eh 
-occupato. tumulo, Normannos, in orbem conferti, barbaros a 


: _calore succensos acriter ad supe-  tantes diutissime sustinueru: 


-riora nitentes, in vallem dejici- |. suum sanguinem vii 
ope. Cantes fs eee ee : 


: The Soeries Pent “alludes an briefly to we Battle 
Hastings itself, Yet here again we have traces of Willi 
of Malmesbury’s words in “nec de toto exercitu, pret 
_paucissimos eum aliquis concomitatur ” and “more g: 
- garii militis manu ad manum— congrediens,” = 
phrases a are eaEree to Harold, 


REGENBALD, PRIEST AND 
. CHANCELLOR. 


\.7 O better illustration sould be given of the fact that | 
valuable historical evidence may lurk, even in print, 
unknown, than the charters printed, from the Cirencester raat 
_ Cartulary, by Sir Thomas Phillips in Avcheologia (1836)... 
One can imagine how highly prized they would have been | 
by Mr. Freeman, had he only known of their existence. re Re 

-Regenbald, of whom Sir Thomas would seem never to 
have heard, was the first chancellor of England. Mr 


ae Berar t ‘of Eadward.” - Whatever his nation- 4 
ality, it is well established that he was that king’s chan- poe 
cellor. He occurs repeatedly in Domesday, where he is 
"distinguished as “Canceler,” “Presbyter,’? and “de Ciren- 
cestre.” We learn also from its pages that he held land in 
at least three counties—Berkshire, Herefordshire, and Dor- ag 
set T.R.E., and that he seems to have received further 
‘ grants from King William in his return.° = 

The three charters of which I treat are found in the=3 
_ Cirencester Cartulary and are in Anglo-Saxon. The first is 
one of King Edward’s in favour of “Reinbold min preost,” — 
and {SoA confirmation | to him of soc and sac, toll and team 
Cicadas his eg se had enjoyed it “on Cnutes kinges 


a | Vol. xxvi., P. 256. 

mee Not counting Leofric, styled os regis cancellarius” by Florence in 
040; 
ee De aay. life of him i in Dictionary Be National HIER DEY. 


a 422. ; pe Priest and Chancellor 


daie.” The third is a notification from. King William that 


novo, not confirmed, and that the Conqueror speaks — ore 4 
-Regenbald as “minan preoste,” implying that he has taken 


Pee rtinary importance. I here append it zm extenso as poe 


‘eorl & Eadrich & Bristrich & ealle mine pegenes on Vyltone- — Se 
shyre & on Glouc’shyre fronliche & ic cupe eop ic habbe — 
-geunnan Reinbold mina preost } land et Esi & f land zt 


& efter to atheonne spa spa ealra lefest ys & ic nelle | 


_ pees pa ic him geunne habbe bi minan freonshype.”  ~ 


of the kind; and here it has been in print for cea sixty a 


“ic hebbe geunnen Regenbald minan preoste eall his'lond” — 
as “he hit under Edfearde hedde mine meie.” The chief 
points to be noticed here are that the land is granted de — 


him into his service. ; = 
It is the second of these ctorinis that is of quite extra-_ sae: 


by Sir Thomas Phillips :— S | 
“Vyllelm king gret Hereman b. & Wulstan b. & Eustace : 


Latton & ealle pera pinge } par to lit binnan port & buten — 
mid sace & mi socne spa full and spa ford spa his furmest 
on hondan stodan Harald kinge on zllan pingan on dege 


nenna men gepafian } him fram honda teo enig Pere ping 


The relevant entry in Domesday speaks for itself :— 


Reinbaldus presbyter tenet Latone et Aisi. Duo taini tenuerunt a 
pro. IT. Maneriis T.R.E. Heraldus comes junxit in unum. Geldabat cs 
pro ix. hidis (680). are 


If the charter were nothing more than a grant from fre a 


Conqueror to a private individual of lands duly entered in | R : 


Domesday, it would, I believe, as such be unique. Histori- — : 
ans have long and vainly sought for any genuine charter ‘ 


years. rs 
But the document, I hope to show, does far more for us an 
than this: it opens a new chapter in the history of ne > 
Norman Conquest. . ie 
We first notice that the writ is addressed not to Ne orman. “a a 
but to English authorities, The only aces chs is s Count oe 


4 oo : . a 


; : William as an English Ring : 423 


- Eustace, who was, of course, not a Norman, and who was 
known in England before the Conquest as brother-in-law | 
_to Edward the Confessor. The obvious inference is that, 

at the time this writ was issued, Norman government had — 
not yet been set up in the district. Urse d’Abetot, for 
instance, the dreaded sheriff of Worcestershire, would 

_ probably have been addressed in conjunction with Bishop 

- Wulstan had he been then in power. But we know 

Be: that he came into power soon after the Conquest, for he 

had time to be guilty of oppression and to be rebuked 

for it by Ealdred before that Primate’s death in 10609. 

- But as our writ is of this early date, it must be pre- 
vious to the treason of Count Eustace in 1067. It must a 
therefore belong to the beginning of that year, when Wil- — 
- liam had only recently been crowned king. 

We see then here, I think, the Conqueror, in his first days 5 
as an English king, addressing his subjects, in a part of — 
the realm not yet under Norman sway, and doing so in | 
- their own tongue and in the forms to Which they were _ 
accustomed. As King Edward in his charter to Regenbald _ 
33 had greeted bishops, earls, and sheriffs, so here his suc- _ 
cessor greets two bishops, “Eustace Eorl,” and two — 
_ Englishmen representing the power of the sheriff. And 
$0 again in his charter to London he began by greeting the — 
Bishop and the Portreeve.‘ w 
_ The writ, it will be seen, is addressed to the authorities _ 
of Gloucestershire and Wilts. The estate lay in the latter 
county, but the connexion of Regenbald de “Cirencestre” : 
with Glo’stershire may account for the inclusion of that 
‘county. Can we identify “Eadrich” and “ Bristrich” — 
with any local magnates? With some confidence I boldly 
suggest that the latter was no other than the “Bristricus i 


4 It might even be suggested that not only this charter but the Essex 
writ in favour of Deorman (addressed to Bishop William and Swegen 
the sheriff) belonged to the same early period. Compare, however, the 
Conqueror’s Old English writ that I have discussed (“ Londoners and | 
M the Chase”) in the Athenaeum of June 30, 1894. 
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‘ Regenbald, Pries 


of the Exon Domesday, that famous Brihtric, the son oO 
oe. Allfgar, who, to quote from the appendix Mr. Freeman de 
_ yotes to him, “appears distinctly as a great landowner in 
|, most of the western shires,” one from whose vast domains — 
ry Bes: carved out later the great Honour of Gloucester. _ 
Until now, all we have known of him has been ‘derived, as am 
from the Domesday entries of his estates T.R.E. and from — ‘ee 
_ the legend which associates his name with that of Queen 
Matilda. But this charter enables us to say that he was 


See. living and still holding his great position in the west in 
the early days of William’s reign.’ ted = oe 
_ From “Bristric” I turn to “ Eadric,” and ask if we may > We 


not here recognise “Eadric the Wild” himself? This can — 
only be matter of conjecture, but it is certain that these 
_ two Englishmen are here assigned the place that would be 
given to a sheriff, and that “Eadric the Wild”—quidam 
re & prepotens minister,” as Florence terms him—was a mag- aad 
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nate in the west (Herefordshire and Shropshire) at these 


time of the Conquest. 


“far more likely that he did not submit till a much later — 
oa time,” because Florence says of him in William’s absence: s 


explicable by the hypothesis that Eadric had refused the 
“dangerous honour,” as Mr. Freeman terms it, of following , 
_, William to Normandy in 1067 among “his English atten-_ 
_ dants or hostages.” Married, in consequence, by his Nor- 
~ man neighbours, he retaliated by ravaging Herefordshire 
in August of that year; while Count Eustace also threw 
__ off his allegiance and made his descent on Dover. 
If the identity of “Eadric” 


is matter of conjecture, that<c am 


“ = It is a noteworthy coincidence that “ Brihtricus princeps” and 
x Eadricus princeps” are among the witnesses to Harold’s Waltham 
_ charter in 1062, which Regenbald himself also attests as Chancellor, 


45 a 


es 


‘Eustace. eorl” is certain. pant no one has known, or 
xD. suspected, that he held, at this period, high position in 
1e west. It may be that, as I have already hinted, he was 
: by William to a district, as yet only nominally subject, 
as being, from his previous connexion with England, less 
‘obnoxious than a Norman was likely to prove. It would 


ene overmuch to peepee that Senate might also 


al = 


Stn any case, we Butte in this charter a welcome addition 
) our scanty knowledge of that obscure period when — 
liam, as it were, was feeling his feet as an English king. — 
is it its least important feature that it shows us 

liam, contrary to what Mr. Freeman held to be his — 
RN rule, speaking of his predecessor as “ Harald 
age.” : ee 
_ Before taking leave of Regenbald, we may glance at one 
of the Domesday entries relating to his lands. Mr. Free- 
.n, in two distinct passages, wrote as follows :— 


An entry in 99 reads as He The rights of the antecesso1 
- same Regenbald had been are handed on to the grantee of 
de ded of land by a Norman his land. . . . So in Exon 
= tenant of his own. “Ricardus 432. “ Ricardus interpres habet 
‘tenet in Rode i. hidam, quam i. hidam terre in Roda quam _ 
e tenuit de Rainboldo presby- ipse emit de Rainboldo sacerdote _ 
 tero licentia regis, ut dicit. Rein- _[Eadward’s chancellor?] per li- — 
bold 1 vero tenuit T. R E.” (Norm. centiam regis, ut dicit qui tenuit a 
Cmee: v. 15%) eam die qua Rex E. fuit® et 

: “asi mortuus.” (Jb., p. 784.) ; 


Although these two passages are found in two different 

5 appendices, the entries thus diversely adduced are, of 
course, one and the same. But, it will be seen, the “ten- 
peanit. of Domesday is saflstes by the “emit” of the Exon 


% book. One of the two must be wrong. I eens accept the 
- Exon text because “emit licentia regis” is the right 


CUT 


cause it is a ann principle of textual criticism thede hes 


aS the converse. I should then read the passage thus ea 
“emit de Rainboldo sacerdote—per licentiam regis, ut Gi. 


be the founder—sets, as it were, the coping-stone on thes 


_of special value for collation with Domesday. They seen 


an endowment by Regenbald, but granting lands which 


from its mention of the place where and the time Weems Te, 


ane scribe was more likely to write the usual “ ten- 
’ for the exceptional “emit” than the Exon scribe to 


te 


ae 


—qui tenuit eam die,” etc. oe 
If my view be adopted, we here detect noteworthy error 
in our great and sacrosanct record. e, 
The charter of Henry I. to Cirencester Abbey ied She 
he had placed Canons Regular, and of which he claimed to 


story of Regenbald.’ In it we read :— 


Dedi et concessi . . . totam tenuram Reimbaldi presbyter; 
in terris et ecclesiis, et ceteris omnibus que subscripta sunt. . . . 


.AgH 


De rebus autem predictis quze fuerunt Rembaldi hec statuimus. 


The details of Regenbald’s possessions are given, and are — 


him before us not only as a landowner in five different 
counties, but also as the first great pluralist. So i 
churches, rich in tithes and glebe—one might really term — 
them “fat livings "—had passed into the hands of - Régede a 
bald “the priest.” From the king’s phrase, “dedi et con- — 
cessi,” he would seem to have been not merely confirming — 


had escheated to himself.8 And this conclusion is confirmed 
by the fact that the king, while granting them, especially ‘ 
reserved the life interest of the Bishop of Salisbury and of © 
two others—one of them, alas! a bishop’s nephew—who ~ 
must have acquired their rights since Regenbald’s death. 

This charter, apart from its contents, is of great interest 


"See Monast. Anglic., ii. 177. re 


8 It is possible, I think, that the only endowment entered to the church | 
at Cirencester in Domesday, viz, two hides at Cirencester, had been — 
originally given by Regenbald. 


was “granted, together » wine its Hist. of witnesses. These 
were the two Archbishops, the Bishops of Salisbury, Win-— 
ester, Lincoln, Durham, Ely, Hereford, and Rochester: 
obert “de Sigillo,”, Robert de Ver, Miles of Gloucester, 
Robert d’Oilli, Hugh Bigot, Robert de Curci, Payne “filius 
_ Johannis et Eustacio et Willelmo fratribus ejus, et Willelmo 
de Albini Britone.” The charter was granted “apud Buro 
nam in transfretatione mea anno incarnationis Domini — 
[CXXXIII. regni vero mei XXXIIL.”; and “Burna,” as I 
ve elsewhere shown,’ was Be in Sussex, on’ 1 the 


Reed’ 1 near nthe coast. Be seeectore we see the ae hen a 

leaving England for the last time, surrounded by his pre- Ba 
; a ‘and ministers, and are enabled to say positively who 
were with him. I would note the predominance of the 
- official class represented by the Bishops of Salisbury, Lin- 
oi aoe Ely, we the late chancellor, the See of ou 


= é 
SS with Baicaieritne oe ox ie list of witnesses such 


this is specially characteristic of the closing period of “5 
avnee “2 and, of course, always possesses biographical 


ie English writ of the Conqueror, which. may be es. 
_ profitably compared with that we have discussed, is found e 


in one of the cartularies of Bury St. Edmund’s.” Its ad- re i 
z= dress, as rendered i in the transcript, runs :— Bate 
William [sic] kyng gret Aigelmer Bischop and Raulf Eorl and 


bees Nordman and ealle myne thegnaes on Sudfolke frendliche. 
_ This writ is ‘obviously previous to the deposition of Bishop 


2 Aithelmer in April, 1070, but how far previous it is not 


. ©Henry I. at “Burne.” (Engl. Hist. Rev., 1895.) 
10 As in the charters to Aubrey de Vere (Baronia Anglica, 158) and 


6 ‘William Mauduit. 
Fano iF Here, it would seem, is further proof of the Bishops of Ely and Dur- 
ham assuming their styles before consecration (infra, p. 484). 


1 Harl. MS., 743, fo. 8d. 


ee Sy Priest and ‘Chancellor = : = 


easy to say. “ Nordman” is clearly the head of Si 
who appears in Domesday as “ Normannus Vicecon 
(II. 438). His name affords presumption, though not pro 
that he was of English birth ;* and as his Domesday h Id- 
ing consisted only of rights over two Ipswich burge S 
_ (which he may have acquired during his shrievalty) h 
hardly likely to have been one of the conquering race. 
the third official, Earl Ralf, we know a good deal. ¥ 
- Freeman was much puzzled by this “ somewhat mysteri 
person,” but eventually came to the conclusion tha 
“there were two Ralfs in Norfolk, father and son, th ' 
younger being the son of a Breton mother: the elder was 
‘staller under Edward and Earl under William.” The — 
younger was the Earl of Norfolk (or “of the East Angles”) 
who rebelled and was forfeited in 1075; the elder was tha 
“Rawulf” who, in the words of the chronicle, “w 
Englisc and was geboren on Noréfolce.” Putting © 
evidence together, I lean strongly to the view that 
have here, as in the case of Regenbald,a writ add 
to English authorities before Norfolk had passed into 
hands of Norman authorities. Mr. Freeman held that a 
- passage in Domesday (II. 194), to which he had aver 
much attention, should be read—*Hanc terram habui 
A[rfastus] episcopus in tempore utrorumque [Radulforum] 
and that therefore “the elder Ralph was living as late 
1070, in which year the episcopate of Erfast begins. : 


Escopuss and that, Thee the elder Ralf died nay 
Aithelmer was deposed. Moreover, Norwich, we : 


; fitz Osher. foe his departure from Eee in ‘Meio ; 
1067, William was placed, some two years later, in = 
charge of York castle, and we read in Mr. Freeman’s work 

that. “the man who now (autumn, oe es a - 


18 Mr. Sans held him to be an Englishman, 
M Norm. Cong. [and Ed.], ili. 773. Cf ist Ed., iii. ae aii iv. 277. 


dicts his own, and supports my reading of the Domes- 
lay passage quoted above. Everything therefore points 
to the “Raulf Eorl” of our writ dying or being deposed 

_ shortly after the Conquest. — 

_ Before taking leave of this writ we may note that, deal- 

ing as it does with Suffolk, it is addressed to Earl Ralf as 

Earl, not merely of Norfolk, but of East Anglia. This is — 
. “some: importance, because ws Freeman wrote, Speen 


here was no longer to be: an Earl of the West aces or an Earl of 
East Angles. . . . Returning in this to earlier English prac- 
>, the Earl under William was to have the rule of a single shire 


t to be adjoining shires. The results of this change have been — 
f ps highest moment. (iv. 70.) 


and on page “$74 that the younger 
iph “had eect the Earldom of East Anglia”— 
ey] orence of Worcester distinctly terming him “ East-An- 
rum comite.” Mr. Freeman, indeed, was led by this 
ssage to style him “Earl of Norfolk or of the East An-- > 
s.”%* I believe this latter style to be perfectly correct, 
and, as I have shown in my Geoffrey de Mandeville (p. 191), 
Re to apply even to the Bigod earldom in the days of Stephen. 
The curious English writ that has suggested these con- 
; siderations ought to be compared with a Latin one, also in 
favour of St. Edmund’s, on which I lighted in examining 
the “Registrum Album” of the Abbey. It is one of those - 
ee _ exceedingly rare documents that find their correlatives in 
“Sagas The words of the writ are these :-— 


BN? ‘rex Re E. epo. B. Abbi. Ws Malet salm. sciatis vos mei 


16 Norm. Congy., iv. Re Ed.) 252-3. 
18 jij, (2nd Ed.) 773. 


Abbate B. tenuit. ?7 


The last clause is clearly an sdnieon by the cartula 
scribe. Now this charter being addressed, like the ot 
to. Ethelmer (“Ethelmerus ”), Bishop of the East An 
is, of course, previous to April, 1070. © I should, ther 
also place it previous to the capture of William Malet a 
York in September, 1069. But this, unlike the other date, | 
is matter of probability rather than of proof. Mr. ‘Freem, 
‘believed that William returned, and died “in the marsh 
of Ely” (1071), but this is only a guess in which I cannot 
- concur.’® In any case, we have evidence here of this well- 
known man having held a position in Suffolk (where he 
owned the great Honour of Eye) analogous | to that 
sheriff. He may have succeeded Northman in that office. 
The r Je Domesday entry is as follows :— — a 


= [de Peis Postea licencia regis ce eipaianestes reddidit t 
-ram.” (363 2) : 


The charter records, I take it, the “licencia regis” | 
Domesday.” . ; ee 


7 Add. MS., 14, 314, fo. 32 Beis 

r 18See my letter on “the death of William Malet” » in 1 Academy of Aug c 
~ 26, 1884. Pls 

Since this paper was written, there has eae the valuable Bath 


- Cartulary (Somerset Record Society) containing a most remarkable ch 


ter (p. 36), which should be closely compared with those to Regenb 

It is issued by William the King and William the Earl, and must 
doubtedly be assigned to the former’s absence from England, Marc! 
December, 1067. It shows us therefore William fitz Osbern acting as 
Regent and anticipating the office of the later Great Justiciar by insert- 

- iug in the document his own name. This charter, like that to Regenbald, — 
is addressed to the still English authorities of an unconquered district. — p 


THE CONQUEROR AT EXETER 


“ And y seide nay, and proved hit ay Domestay.." 


beitd not ies a batter eiiiicct than the Giese of 
Exeter by William in 1068. It is so, because, in the tale ae 
of the Conquest, “No city of England,” in Mr. Freeman’s 
words, “comes so distinctly to the front as Exeter” ;°> and ~ 
because, as editor of “Historic Towns,” he chose Biers 
out of all others, as the town to be reserved for himself? 

“Its ‘siege by William,” we ae told, “is one of the most 
portant events of his reign” ;* but it was doubtless the 
alleged “federal ” character 3 Exeter’s attitude at this ae 
isis that gave its story for him an interest so unique. 
is episode, moreover, has many advantages: it is com- 
plete in itself; it is rich in suggestion; it is taken from a 
he period in which the Professor described himself as et 
most at home”; and its scene is laid within his own 

borders, his own West Saxon land. It presents an ad. 

- mirable test of Mr. Freeman’s work at the point where 

he was admittedly strongest, and his thoroughly typica] — 
i treatment of it affords a perfect eee of the method. 


1 Letter from fee Shillingford, Mayor of Exeter, 1447. =e 

4 Exeter (1887), p. 34. — 

_ *It was also the subject of a special paper in his “ Historic Towns and 
Districts ” (1883) reprinted from Arch. gece, XXX. 297, pp. 49 ét sq., and 

Sat. Rev., xxix. 764-5. 

3 * Sat. Rev. xxix. 765. 


D he Cis onpuerer at Exeter 


<A The year fee was drawing to its tice when the ( 

-queror, summoned back from Normandy by the tidin Ags. 
pressing danger, returned to spend his C hristmas at 
minster amidst “the sea of troubles which still awaii 
him in his half-conquered island-kingdom.”* © Threater ( 

; zi -at once by foes within and without the realm, he perceived 

the vital necessity of severing their forces by insta it es 

‘suppression of the “rebellions” at home, swift suppression, 77 a 
before the invaders were upon him, stern suppress 
_ before the movement spread, Let us bear in mind the: 
twin motives, by which his policy must at this junc ure 
have been shaped, the need for swéftness, with invasion i te 
- prospect, and the need. for SUEPHNESS as a warning | 
“rebels.” beoeth : 
VOfs all thes rebellious” movements on foot, that at 
Exeter, as Mr. Freeman admits, was “specially hateful 
in William’s eyes.”® It was against Exeter, therefore, 
that the Conqueror directed his first blow. In the depth 
of winter, in the early days of the new year, “he fared 
Devonshire.” Such is the brief statement of the En 
Chronicle. We hear of William at Westminster ; we nex! 


ec hbonicle in Orderic or in sPloraics Sous it is S precise 
such a blank as this that, to Mr. Freeman, was irresis 

We shall see below how, a few months later, we have, i 
William’s. march from. Warwick to Nottingham, a blank 
exactly parallel? There also Mr. Freeman succumbed to — 
the temptation. He seized, in each case, on the empty Bes 
canvas, and, by a few rapid and suggestive touches, he- 
has boldly filled it in with the outlines ‘of historical events, — 
not merely events for which there is no sufficient evidence, 

aN. Va C “ ” 
i jelacd "fe sateentiperiainal wo be Gesee bey oF ae aa ae 


6 [bid., iv. 140. 
1See “The alleged destruction of Leicester,” 2x/ra, p. 4 56. 


ts which can ne proved, fetes demonstration, to haves 
no poundanons in fact. ~s 


HE cone LEAGUE, Ps “This acaians ‘holdent i in the Exeter ? 
mpaign I propose to analyse without further delay. 2 
Tt must, in the first place, be pointed out that we have 


art 


no proof whatever of this “Civic League” having even — ae 


sted, To apply Mr. Freeman’s words to his own 


The ie is perfectly possible. We only ask for the proof, 


wus the proof; . . . then wewill believe. Without such — fee 


a proof we will not believe.° 


For proof of its existence Mr. Freeman relies on a 


lary passage in Orderic.” But Orderic, it will at once 


seen, does not say that any such league was effected; 


- does not even say that the league which was contem- 


What he does say is ‘that the men of nee sought fot 
s in the neighbouring coasts (plage)" and in other 
The Dorset townlets, such as Bridport, with its 
houses, would scarcely represent these “ cities.” Mr. 

; ” was 
med, assumed that the Dorset towns had “doubtless ‘ 
ned it, and finally assumed that they were “no doubt” 


 Siv, ast. “It is “certain,” Mr. Freeman had written, “that what — 
William had to strive against in the West was a league of towns” — 
x (Sat. “Rev, xxix. 765). 

° Cont. Rev., June, 187, p. 22. See also Pecere: 
10“ Hi nimirum socios e plagis finitimis inquiete arcessebant . . , 


a Mr. Freeman rendered it “ neighbouring shires,” but I am not at: 
1 sure that, taken in conjunction with the words just before about the 
ccessibility of Exeter from Ireland and Brittany, and those just after, 


The Conqueror at Exeter 


besieged by William in consequence.” These assumptic 
he_ boldly connected with the entries on the towns iney 
Domesday, entries which we shall analyse _ below, . and 
which are not only incorrectly rendered, but are ee 
opposed to the above assumptions. 

What, then, is the inference to be drawn? Simply aie 
The “Civic League” must share the fate of the “ palisade_ ae 
on Senlac.” The sieges which took place “ probably ” 
never took place at all; the League never resisted ; tie a 
- League never fell; in short, there is not a scrap Ae evi-. 
dence that there was ever such a League at all. ‘The 
existence of such a League would be, unquestionably, ae 
fact of great importance. But its very importance im- 
peratively requires that its existence should be estabished _ 
by indisputable proof. Of such proof there is none. One 
can imagine how severely Mr. Freeman would have handled — 
such guesses from others. For he wrote of a deceased — 
Somersetshire historian who boldly connects the story ie 
Gisa with the banishment of Godwine” ; ~ Ate 


One is inclined to ask with Henry Il. “ Quere a nivtice ites a 
-utrum hoc somniaverit?” But these things have their use. _ Every — % 
_ instance in the growth of a legend affords practice in the art of 
Bibegishine legend from history. 


It should, however, in justice be at once added that this, 


He refers us on the Sear of the ee to his sredeeee ae 
Sir Francis Palgrave. The brilliant imagination of that 
graceful writer was indeed led captive by the fascinating © 
vision of “the first Federal Commonwealth,” yet he did 
not allow himself, when dealing with the facts, to deviate. 
from the exact truth. His statement that Exeter “at 
tempted to form a defensive confederation ” reproduces with | 
scrupulous accuracy Orderic’s words, And even when he_ 


The boroughs of Dorset were doubtless among the towns shiek oe 


had joined in the civic league. Probably they stood 
taken by storm” (J. C,, iv. 151). eet ormduatton a ews CS = 


AY 


Growth of the Story 435 
oy | assed from fact to conjecture, there was nothing in his : zh 
_ conjecture at variance from fact, From him we have no 
_ Suggestion that the Dorset towns resisted William or “ stood 
_ sieges.” It was left for Mr. Freeman to carry into action — 
_ Palgrave’s line of th ht, and, by forci i 
ae ulgrave’s lir jougnt, and, by forcing the evidence of ae 
_ the Domesday Survey into harmony with the story he“had je 
evolved, to show us, in his own words, “the growth of a _ 
legend.” For, as he observed with perfect truth,— 


uv 


ai 


_ What we call the growth of a story is really the result of the 

action of a number of human wills. The convenient metaphor | 
___ must not delude us into thinking that a story really grows of itself 
asa tree grows. Inacrowdofcases . . . the story comes of 

_a state of mind which does not willingly sin against historical truth, cee 


: ‘but which has not yet learned that there is such a thing as historical 
truth. ae 


_ Had Mr. Freeman done so himself? Did he ever really atts 
tearn to distinguish conjecture from fact? One asks this 
because within the covers of a single work, his English - 7% 
Towns and Districts, that Civic League which in the. 
Norman Conquest is said to have existed “no doubt,” is in 
one place said to have existed “ perhaps,” and in another 
_ is set forth as an undoubted historic fact :— ae 


Sea 


__ Exeter stood forth forone moment . . . the chief of a con: 
federation of the lesser towns of the West. . . . Aconfederation  —__ 
__ of the western towns, with the great city of the district at their head, ton 
__ suddenly started into life to check the progress of the Conqueror. 3 


: Finally, in his “Exeter” (1887), the same story again — 
appears, without a word of caution, as absolute historic 


E 
= - fact. Exeter, we read, was 


the head of a gathering of smaller commonwealths around her ; 
. . . the towns of Dorset were in league with Exeter. . . 


___ We have no record of the march, but it is plain that the towns of 
Dorset were fearfully harried. 


= 


- Through all Mr. Freeman’s work we trace this same ten- 
_ dency to confuse his own conjectures with proved historic 
fact. i . 


ssto™ the Saad sie 
when William marched on Exeter a that ota s 


~ Dorchester, Bridport, Wareham, and Shaftesbury underwent: 
fearful harrying, the result of which is recorded in Domesd: 
- Bridport was utterly ruined ; not a house seems to have been 
to pay taxes at the time of the Survey. At Dorchester, the 
- Roman settlement, the chief town of the shire, only a small rer 
ise rer the houses escaped destruction. These facts are signs, etes, 


xe «These. acts,” we find, will not hese eter 


‘done but to turn to the proper place in the peat Suey 
- Following this, his own, precept, we learn that coe 
_ nothing in Domesday of our author’s “utter ruin” 
that so far from “not a house” being “able to pay taxes, » 
7 Domesday tells us that four-fifths of the houses then exist 
s pbs could and did pay them. Here, again, the errors aro 
_ from not reading Domesday “with common care,” 
= Sa runs: “Modo sunt ibi c. domus, et xx, sunt. 
~ destitute,” etc. The meaning, -of course, is that twer 


: and me “No error that he aes in Mr. Froude. ‘coal . 
be worse than representing Bridport, on the authority of 
a osnckday, as the greatest sufferer among the Dorset 
towns, when Domesday itself proves that it suffered least : 
of all. And so, too, with Dorchester. On turning toe 
Domesday, we learn with surprise that the “small. ee 
nant” of houses remaining there was eighty- eight ‘aso ae 
against one hundred and seventy-two in the days of cee 

_ Edward. From an appendix of our author’s to which we 
are referred, we glean the fact thateaas ‘8 


at Dorchester, out of a hundred and seventy-two oases no less 
than a hundred and twenty- eight were “ penitus destructee: a pe a 
Hugonis vicecomitis usque nunc.’ ——S 


t 


Here, again, Mr. Freeman’s error can _ be. frecrds beyond 


| Misrendering of Domestay 


“possibility of question, to a innereading of Domesday i 
th entry runs, “modo — sunt ibi quater xx. et viii. [88] os 
eee cet Gy Sree ae ss Sela Mr. Freeman, 


t 


ve in “ “that as panes froin ech there; is no sappele a 
the proof of the fact. Clearly, i in the notable words of M. 
‘Bémont pe persion “il est ES de revoir pass : 


ar ic bein up ‘s the present - scandard of nisconen 
cholarship ” could have saved him, here also, from error 
__as it gives the correct figures from Domesday. a 
_ But passing from “facts” to theories, we find Mr. Bee aaa 2 
man holding that “no doubt,” “ doubtless, pee probably,” t the a oo 
ee rtion: gecerdcd in HEELS was wrought by the 


. to ae law and emit to see mene these hinds are 
>” A glance at Domesday effectually disposes of Mr. 
_ Freeman’s theory; for the Survey is here peculiarly ex- 
% plicit : with anxious care, with painful iteration, it assures 5 
us that, in the case of Wareham, the devastation was a = 
-_wrought “a tempore Hugonis vicecomitis,” and that, in the 
case of Shaftesbury and in the case of Dorchester, it was 
wrought “a tempore Hugonis vicecomitis usque nunc.” 
- These categorical statements are conclusive: they place 
the whole of the devastation subsequent to the accession of — 
the Norman sheriff, Hugh FitzGrip. Mr. Eyton, in hi 

pee on the Dorset Domesday, held that they fix it as 


we Mr. Archer feed it sufficient reply to all these “trifling blunders ” 
to admit that “ Mr. Freeman did misread 128 for 100” (Cont. Rev., March, 
1893, p. 337). 1 invite comparison of the errors I have corrected, and of 
all the edifice built upon them, with this disingenuous attempt to re- 
aprescut them as unimportant “slips” (/bzd., p. 354). ‘ 


The Congueror at Exeter 


having occurred taka 1070 and 1084; the Gordes eae 
ever, “usque nunc” carry it on down to 1086, and, but | 
that I must now come to Exeter, I could show the real 
bearing of these allusions to Sheriff Hugh. — ; 
‘The breakdown, when tested, of the alleged — 
League” strangely vindicates the sound insight - of that _ 


ome 


__sagacious historian who explicitly asserted that the English 
. é 


Ane parateits 


“federate bond of union, ‘or organised ehesiekes in tennant 


in Et; in his English Towns and Districts, Mr. Freeman. was a 
2 led by his own tale of the resistance of the western lands — 
and fein capital to argue from it as from a proved historic 

Pfact’ —_— > 


. When Exeter stood forth for one moment... the phidf. of = 
Oe a confederation of the lessey towns of the West ... we see that | R 
- the Loe was opening. by which oe gies mgt have come to be Teg 


Rie mistress of fie Ubi of the western peninsula, Sel ae 
» dream sounds wild in our ears." son? 


Te does indeed. But it does so for the reason that it is. 

founded on a fact which has no _ historic existence. Yeese S 

for Mr. Freeman, with his fertile imagination afire with : 

‘the glories of ancient Greece and of countless medieval — . 

Commonwealths, this same “ wild dream” possessed an — 2% 
irresistible fascination. “It is none the less true,” RS, 

hastened to add, that— | ‘ . pact a 
when a confederation of the western towns, with the great city of - 
the district at their head, suddenly started into life to check the ; 
progress of the Conqueror, it shows that a spirit had been kindled, ; 
etc., etc... . It is worth while to stop and think how near * 
- England once was to running the same course as other lands, etc., aa 
etc.1 x 


M Stubbs’ Const. Hist., i, 625. er Ibid., 71. i eid haa 


L This is the pivotal 

point wn which the whole story revolves. On this point’ 

Mr. Freeman spoke with no uncertain sound: the city was Y 
“taken by means of a mine.”!” It was, he wrote, “by 

undermining the walls that William at last gained posses- — 
sion of the city,” the citizens being thus forced “to sub- 

mit unreservedly.” 18 He added, contrasting the success 

_of William with the failure, in 1003, of Swend: 


z William might have been beaten back from Exeter as Swend had 
7 been, if the military art of Normandy in William’s days had not 
ra ‘been many steps in advanee: of the military art of Denmark in the 
days of Swend. 


mn : This allusion to “Swend” involves a perfect tangle of 
confusion. Turning back a couple of pages, we are reminded 
ee that on Penhow, “sixty-seven years before (1001), Swend, 
= of ‘Denmark; driven back from the city, had found his 
SS revenge ” (p. 154). Guided by a footnote, we turn for in- 
~ formation ‘to the earlier volume to which the author refers 
J us; only to learn that it was not Swegen, but the adven- 
turer Pallig who was driven back from Exeter in 1001 Gi. p. 
307), while “of Swegen himself we hear nothing in eee 
‘lish history for nine years (994-1003)”" Moreover, when 
‘Swegen did come—in 1003—invading England to avenge 
the massacre of Saint Brice, he was not “driven back from 
the city,” but, on the contrary, “stormed and plundered it” 
- (p. 315), for “the citizens who had beaten back Pallig had 
no chance of beating back Swegen ” (Exeter, p. 27). More- 
over, the suggestion that the Danes would not have been 
able. tO. attack and breach the city wall is in direct conflict — 
: with the evidence quoted by Mr. Freeman himself. Not 
only did Pallig, in I0o!, direct his attack against the wall, ”° 


a 


Beg At.C., 1V.; xiii, and marginal note on p. I 56. 
eget eee p. 156. 
Bee) 5 200.5 ‘ 
» k ‘Dum murum illius destruere moliretur” (quoted from Flovence, on 
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Chat: “« Swegen,” we font in 1003, “ Civitatem Rance: 
 infregit.”"* Now, speaking of 1063, Mr. Freeman 
that “the expression of Florence ‘infregit’ seems to fall 
with” his view that William breached is pate That. is 


etpack? Gwitich he was Saat ae he could not meee the 
_ walls, which is precisely what, on his showing, ‘Swe 
peceeded in doing. Could confusion further go? “Fags 


ey... 


For his statement that “ William’s mine advanced so far a 
that ook of the wall crumbled to the age mae ae 


ingenious éombination “a Onderidae 
Conqueror “obnixe satagit cives dcsipee impugnare_ ee 
subtus murum_ suffodere” with William of Malmesb i 
assertion that he triumphed “divino  scilicet -adjutu 
auxilio, quod pars muralis ultro decidens ingressum illi 
patefecerit.” He argued that, on the supposition ‘that 
_ “ Exonia” is. the right reading in William of Malmesbury : 
his “story, allowing oh a little legendary ee 


breach.” The argument is ingenuous and plaustbies nor 
can it be lightly dismissed. But whether the words of | 
Orderic imply, of necessity, a mine or not,” the real point 
is that he does not mention a breach. He speaks ois 
William’s efforts, but he does not say they were successful. 

It is difficult to suppose that William of Poitiers, of whom = 
-Orderic is here the mouthpiece, would not have mentioned — = 
his hero’s success, had success rewarded his efforts, We _ 
are reduced then, as the sole and unconfirmed authority — i 
for Mr. Freeman’s absolute statement—or rather as the — 
legend from which he “infers” the facts he states—to the — 
words of William of Malmesbury. Now William was 
classed, by Mr. Freeman himself, among those. writers _ 
“ whose “accounts are often’ mixed up with romantic de- 


1 Quoted from Florence, on i. p. 315. 


*2 It seems possible, at least, that the 
y might describe 4 a ‘dis e C 
on the foot’ of the walls. a attack: 
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ils,” so that “it is dangerous to. ‘rust them” (i. 258); : 
d he pointed out of the murder of Edward that— 


‘In the hands of William of 1 Malmesbury the story becomes a “A § 
ence - » « Theobitery dictum of William of Malmesbury that — 
llfhere had a hand in Edward’s death is contrary to the whole 


tenor of the history of (i. 265). ee a 


f ‘there is thus, on Mr, Freeman’s showing, abed for ee 
accepting with some caution a statement made by William 
alone, there is further, in this special case, the considera- : 
tion that even if his story does refer to Exeter, the phrase, an Ei 
le zter subegit” is justly queried by Mr. Freeman 7 and — a 
that William here deals in hyperbole and apace In- 

deed, when we find Mr. Freeman writing: “I infer this 
om William of Malmesbury,’ we are reminded of his 
words on. his predecessor's treatment of the legend of — 
Siward: “Such stuff would not be worth mentioning, had — 
vi not Sir Francis Palgrave inferred from it the existence of cal 
an pas Tostig, Earl of pusperon (iv. 768-9). I 


Sra eaiai able essay ore The Mythical and Romaniiee ee 
Elements: in ey Engli sh History.”** In it he expressly 


ea warn the old olen or euhemeristic school of ee 
mythological interpretation. . . . The pragmatizers take a 
mythical story; they strip it by an arbitrary process of whatever ; 
seems impossible ; they explain or allegorize miraculous details ; ee 
and having thus obtained something which possibly may have hap- ag 
pened, they give it out as something which actually did happen. | Rea 
-. . . It will never do to take the tale of Troy, to leave out all — a 
ef intervention of the gods, and to give out the remnant as a piece of 
real Grecian history WBesy ss : 
_ This criticism mould. seem to apply to the “legendary ” 


é ey would ners compare William’s description of the Conqueror’s — 
“peaceful progress” to London after his. great victory, which better 
evidence, Mr. Freeman observed, ‘ ‘quite upsets” (iil. 533). 
fa Essays, Ist series. 
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tale that the walls of Exeter fell down, like those of Jericho, 
by supernatural intervention. At least, we may say of 
the breaching of the walls, when given out “as something 
which actually did happen,” what was said of the pos 
siege of Oxford, this same year, by Mr. Freeman :-— _ 


ie The direct erences for a siege of Oxford is so wee that the tale 
y cannot be relied on with any conainty. ae pid 


tionally to William by the seen Seacrne ae thei 
walls, I propose to show that the acceptance of this state-_ 
~ ment does violence not only to the facts of the case, but to 
all that is known of William’s character, to the Eng 
chronicle, and to Domesday ; and I shall prove that it r 
_ beyond dispute “on the foundation of a single error.” __ 
_ Assuming for the moment the accuracy of Mr. Freeman's 
version, namely, that the city had been placed, by a breach, 
absolutely at. William’s mercy, what treatment of its citi, 
zens would his character and his whole career lead us tossg 
expect? “At all stages of his life,” as Mr. ‘Freeman ob- 
served, paraphrasing the famous words of the English 
chronicle (1087), “if he was debonnair to those wlio would 
do his will, he was beyond measure stern to all who with- ; 
stood it” (ii 167). Again, speaking of his march on 
Exeter, the Professor insisted on the fact that “the policy — 
of William was ever severity to those who withstood him, — 
and gentleness to those who submitted to his yoke.”™ How 
he applied this principle in practice was shown at Romney 2 
and at Dover in 1066. Romney had successfully resisted “ 
the landing of a party of Normans,” and William | was re- 
_ solved to avenge the deed. 


It was his policy now, as ever, to be harsh whenever he met with — = 
resistance, and gentle to all who submitted easily. . . . Harry- 
ing then as he went, William reached Romney. The Ras which | 


% Exeter, p. 30. ae DV Cy ne 412. 


rth his doings there are short, pithy, and terrible. He took 
at penne ace he would for the slaughter of his men (iii. 53 3-4). 


ered. beesres ver ¥ qed: aaoen up a bank, or any ance 
arrow.” Le: was, therefore, “plainly his policy to show te ~ 
; elf mild and debonnair as it had been his policy at 
Bey to show ae eae measure stark,” 7” 


2a that ies none Snel too deeply for forgiveness. : 
e them disown the ene tee their leaders had ar- 


te iach had peatant upon Roney William’s merciless 
igeance.” But how stood the case at its close ? ; hs 
(1) They were rebels. And for these “rebels, as they 

I ” (iv. 135), confiscation was 


- (2) «The pera at Exeter” was not merely a re- 
ellion, but one which was “specially hateful in William’s 


cemly a as it was senseless ” (iv. 155). 
(5) They had flung to the winds Bok own capitulation — oe 
: with | Tee audacity that. WEI ‘ira repletus est” — a 
(iv. 152). 
(6) They had offered a parcroired and desperate resist- 
ance, costing the lives of many of his men (iv. 156). _ 
Verily, in William’s eyes, the cup of Exeter's iniquities 
~ must have been exceeding full. 
- Even in cases of ordinary resistance his practice, we 


hth 

i, iii, 536- 7. 

_ *®Supplicia pro reatu nimis metuebant.” 

pawl Militibus crudeliter et contumeliose illuserant quos ipse de Nor- 
-mannia miserat et tempestas ad portum illorum appulerat.” 
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learn, ‘was so “uniform that Mr, Fechians could take ‘it f 
granted, “after the fall of Exeter,” aes : 


Pred, 


a with those of tegen! and as ie was to dents herea 
with the sturdy defenders of Ely.” A fearful vengeance © 
was their certain doom. There was, moreover, as I stated — 
at the outset, a need for sternness at this juncture tha 
might justify William, apart from vengeance, in inflic 
such signal punishment as should deter all other “ rebels.” _ 

Yet what do we find? The citizens, we. read, wer 
“favourably received,” and “assured of the safe possession — 
of their lives and -goods.” Nay, William even “secured the 
gates with a strong guard of men whom he could trust in = 

of discipline.” ® The dreaded Gonumeeates i post tot ira 

terribilesque minas,” had suddenly become mild as a lamb, 
and ‘Mr. Freeman accepts it all quite as a matter of course. 
' Such conduct would, surely, have been a apositve pre- 
mium on revolt. ; 


So too we read of Torkesey, a little later on, that it suffered so. 
“severely as to suggest the idea that William met with some serious 
resistance at this point” (iv. 217); while speaking of the “ Fall of Ches- - 
ter,” Mr. Freeman wrote: “We know that the resistance which William  __ 
met with in this his last conquest was enough to lead him to apply the iam 
same stern remedy which he had applied north of the Humber. A fear- — 
ful harrying fell on city and shire, and on the lands round about’ vis. 
(iv. 314-5). sf a 
1“ The Conqueror, faithful to his pearial oath, now gave the fist on 
that long list of instances of indifference to human suffering,” etc. (ii, 28 5). S 
8“ At Ely, as at Alencon, the Conqueror felt no scruple against in- AE 


flicting punishments which to our notions might seem more frightful than 
death itself” (iv. 476). ; 


a a Mowe aiid ein or not. For instances i 
‘is plain,” Mr. Freeman wrote, “that Lincolnshire sub- 
ted more peaceably, and was dealt with more tenderly, 
n most parts of the kingdom” (iy. 216); but “a castle | 
as, of course, raised at Lincoln, as well as elsewhere,” and 
involved the destruction of a large number of houses” — 
(217-8), very many more than at Exeter. 4 
One « ‘ penalty,” however, remains. as_ the price ~ that? 
eter was oes upon to Pay for all her guilt. This, we. Usp 


poe its wealth is ad- : 
mi eat ine bears criticising Mr. Freeman’s view, let 
eee understand what that view was. Taking, as isaae 


so aie Winthoste: part of the ene ae of English 
daughter of Godwine, sister of Harold. At Exeter she was 
n her erm sheet the royal revenues within the city were hers.® 


“The whole payment was Sheen pounds yearly. Of this sum 
Six pounds—that is the earl’s third penny—went to the Sheriff 
\dwii . + The other twelve pounds had formed part of the 
_ morning- gift of the lady, and though Edith had been dead eleven — 
years, they are entered separately as hers.*° 


So far, all is consistent and clear enough. But we find it oii 
_ immediately added that— 


‘This regular yearly payment of eighteen pounds had taken the Seah 
lace of various uncertain payments and services. . . . Thus 
he citizens of Exeter, who had offered to pay to Wiiliam what they 
had paid to former kings, found their burthens far heavier than they 
had been in the old time. And the lady, while she lived, reaped 
> her fi. share of the increased contributions of her own city." 


ia English Towns and Districts. 
_% Exeter (1887), p. 32. °8 [jtd., pp. 43-4, 
4 Lbiddy Ps 44 
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Or, as expressed in his great rote 


The money payment was now raised 
mark of silver to eighteen pounds yearly. The ‘rights of the. fo) 
lady were not forgotten, and Eadgyth received two-thirds of the “= 
increased burthen laid upon her pouune: gift.88 =e 


Y - possibly fore part of a new “ Guether 4 laid upon eae 
as a pan for its resistance, ee William ? And i 


that. Mr. Freeman’s statements contradict ‘hemecltess 
indeed, he must have seen, had he stopped to think. Bu 
this he sometitnes failed to do. ¥ 
The whole source of Mr. Freeman’s confusion was aes 
inexplicable misunderstanding of the Domesday “entry on 
the city." We must first note that both his predecessors— 
Palgrave, who was lacking in “critical faculty,’ and Ellis, 
who was “far from being up to the present standard of = 
historical scholarship”—had read this entry rightly, and Boe 
_ given, independently, its gist. It will best enable my ie 
‘readers to understand the point at issue if I print side by 
side the paraphrases of Exeter's offer EAs by Palgravess ; 
and by our author. . Src 


% 


BBV.C.,; iv. 162; 89 Exeter, p. 32. ; ni 
O Exeter, p. 44; Norm. Cong., iv. 147. ; © Ss eee ‘ 
“1 This grave confusion, with all that it involves, was one of the “ tifing ny 
slips,” as Mr. Archer terms them (Cont. Rev., p. 354), exposed in my 
original article (Q.2., July, 1892). Such a description is either dishonest, ee 
or must imply that Mr. Archer, who boasts that he has a sterner cri- _ 
terion” than myself (£.H. ee ix. 606), deems such errors of no conse- -- 
quence. 


Tribute or “gis re would 
ffer to their king such as was 
e to “a. eres any 


eig) Be mee of. cilve?. (2) 
~ the: gaat would be pad if Lon- 


arose, the king cual have the 
quota of service imposed upon 
ee mak of aad. age i we but 
Peis Se of their sove- 
on ; they WOUIG.. HOt. ys 3. 
y the Basileus to enter 
in their walls. . 


_ gerous a visitor within 


FREEMAN. 


We are ready to pay to him 


the tribute which we have oes 


used to pay to former kings... P 
The city paid in money only 
when London, York, and Wine 


chester paid, and the sum to be 


paid was a single half mark of _ 
_ When the king sum- 
moned his fyvd to his standard 
by sea or by land, Exeter sup-— 
plied the same number of men > 


silver. 


as were supplied by five hides 
of land eee 
of Exeter would” not, each citi- 


zen personaly, become hismen; 


they would not receive so dan- 


walls? % 


have pea een ‘the clauses - in Palgrave’s paraphrase 
ich render the three successive clauses in the Domesday 
ook entry. The first refers to the Jirma of the town, pay- 
able to its lord (the king) ;® the second to the Veeld (tax) 
yes to the king gua king ;“ the third to its military 
The distinction between the three clauses is 


its’ Grmolacs 


Uo N.C, AV. E46°7. 


oy Hec reddit xviii. lib. per annum” (100). 
M4 Hee civitas T.R.E. non geldabat nisi quando Londonia et Ehora 


cp et Wintonia geldabant, et hoc erat dimidia marka Argenti ad opus 


militum ” (100), 


4 Quando expeditio ibat per terram aut per mare, serviebat heec 


3 “civitas quantum v, hide terra” (100). 


- 6The practice in the Survey of Devon was to state the render in 1086, 


Sand, if it had been different formerly, to add a note to that effect. 
“Reddit xlviii. lib. ad pensam. Ante Balduinum 
So, too, of Totnes : 
Olim reddebant iii, lib, ad pensam et arsuram” (1084) 


Ww wea on 1000; 
eddebat xxiii. lib. » 


ae i im. 
pee run 


Tug 


“Inter omnes redd’ viii. lib. ad. 


j 


- But the men _ 


their 


ra at. 
~~ Nee 
a 
<— 
+ 


nas So ee te of sane "(as Mr. Byton | 

it) was by no means peculiar to Exeter. 
“when. Exeter paid,” the same sum of half. a ae 
- geldo.” Bridport paid the same “ad opus Husc lium 
regis” (75), Dorchester and Wareham a mark each, 
een. two marks (Eyton’s Dorset Domesday 70-7 
In these Dorset instances, one mark represented ana 
Sucnr of ten hides. 2 

What Mr. Freeman did was to confuse the first cla 

with the second, and to suppose that both referred to 
“money payment” of the town, the first under Willia 
the second under Edward. He thus evolved coe fein 


at fifty pounds, and paying a tax of one pound, that 
“money payment” was raised from one pound to fifty. — 
But this confusion, with all its results, is carried forthe 
still. Edith’s share of the eighteen pounds is entered ve 
Domesday as “xii. lib[ras] ad -numerum.” This Mr 2 
Freeman rightly gave as the amount in 1086; but turn ee 
ing back a few pages, we actually read that— 


In Domesday twelve houses in Exeter SpPEar as “liberae ad 
‘numerum in ministeriis Edid reginz.*8 > 


- This is, of course, the same entry, only. that here our 
~ author cHeneed pounds into houses, Sue libras into liber. 


-ad numerum” I do not profess to ‘einlale But, oddly 
enough, as he here turned pounds into houses, so in a pas- 
sage of his William Rufus he turned houses into pence." e. 3 

The essence of the whole matter is that the “ burdens” 
to which Exeter was subject were net raised at all, but 


7 iv, 162. “8 Ibid. 139. 
© Reading “Eudo Dapifer [tenet] v. denarios,” | 
(ii, 106) has, of course, “v. d[omus].” ; 


‘449 


S. PBnd: this fact is ike more notable, because, as Mr. 
man had to admit, “even the tribute imposed by Wil- 
” [on his own hypothesis] “was not large for so great 


city,” and, one may add, a rich per Indeed, it was so 
mall as to fairly call for increase.* Even Lincoln, which, 


according to Mr. Freeman, received “favourable” treat- 
ment from William, had its “tribute largely raised”® in 
fact, more than trebled.* What we have to account for, 
nerefore, is the fact that a city which had defied, insulted, 


d outraged William, received not only “a free pardon,” | 


d of my solution. 


For a solution there is. Only it is not to miracles or — 
esends, nor to the flatterings of courtly chaplains that we 
‘must look to learn the truth, but, in the words of a memor- 


e chronicles.” * 


idescribed as “ ‘the short but eeiehtys account in Tbe Wor- 
ester Chronicle, which gives hints which we should be 


iy Hendon, York, and Winchesier (Worm. ean iv. 147; Exeter, me and 
quotes William of Malmesbury’s description of its wealth and import- 


ance. Even in earlier days, he wrote, “both the commercial and the 


x _ military importance of the city were of the first rank” (i. 308). 
5! The firma of Gloucester had been raised to £60, and that of Chester 


| to over £70, while at Wallingford, where the king had about asmany 


a houses as at Exeter, it was £80. 
8 Worm. Cong., iv. 213. ; 
Seer “T.R.E. reddebat civitas Pancola regi xx. libras et comiti x. fies: 
£ Modo reddit c. libras ad numerum inter regem et comitem” (D. B., 1. 
3366). | 
a 54 Norm. Cong., iv. 160. 

es Mr. Freeman’s “ Pedigrees and Pedigree-makers” (Cont. Kev., June, 


GG 
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HINES I shall now examine, though I doubt: ar Mr. 1 I 
_ friends will be well pleased with the result. Ras 
We have in the Chronicle a straightforward story, 
oar intelligible in itself, but also thoroughly in har 
with the known facts of the case. The king finds 
compelled to lay formal siege to Exeter (“ beset pa burh”) 
he is detained before its walls day after day (“xviii deg 
in the depth of an. pauepet winter, “and per weard 


backs 


his nere es~forfaren.” The need for sternness was the: 
indeed ; but swiftness was to him, for the moment, a m 

of life and death. Held at bay by those stubborn 
learning the might of those “two generals ”—January % 
-February—in whom the Emperor Nicholas put his tr 
- William was in sore straits. Take Mr. Freeman's” 


words: E 


The disaffected were intriguing for foreign help; ek : 
was a chance. of his having to struggle for his crown against | Sw nd 
of Denmark ; ~ <«, men: were everywhere seeking to shake of r : 
the yoke, or to ee it in their own persons. Even —_ no ¢ 


~ break took place local conspiracies were rife. * 


Swend was in his rear, half England on his fant: bef 
him reared their head the walls of dauntless Exeter.8 
“that bleak wilderness of frost and snow his men were 
ing around him, and, in very bitterness of spirit, the 
~queror bowed himself for need. So, at least, I boldly 
gest. He fell back on his “arts of policy,” and set | 

to win by alluring terms the men whom he could not 
quer. In the words of the chronicle, he promised ‘th 
well (“ac he heom well behet”). - 


51 N.C., iv. pp. 103, 118. So too ibid, p. 126 : “There was the 
-minent fear of an invasion from Denmark, and the threatening aspe } 
of the still independent west and north, William had need of all his 
arts of war and. pence to triumph over the combination of so mar ny 
enemies at once.” 

58“ Cives eam tenebant furiosi, copiosz multitudinis, infestissimi ‘mor: 
en Gallici generis.”—Ord. Vii. 


5 dattative © We Hive seen ee ie blindly sscosiedt 
statements of that “abandoned flatterer, William of 
jers (whom Orderic had here “doubtless followed” i) 
ainst whom he elsewhere warned us—and combined them 
a miracle from William of Malmesbury, which he 


set: ‘the sae by 


es ae the latter, ea pronouncing = 
a version “the most EDR a a 


e words of the chronicle, eoeve up the town ieee z 
1e thegns had beeayed them.” It is just possible that the. 
ord “ geswicon ” may point to some direct treachery, but : 
seems best and most naturally explained as referring to 
ir unpatriotic advice, which would naturally appear to . 
glish eyes a “betrayal” of the national cause. There aaa 
be little doubt, from the admissions of William of 
oitiers (through the mouth of Orderic), that the terms = 
agreement included not only a free pardon for all past — a) 
fences, and for the city’s aggravated resistance, but also 

security for person and property from plunder by the 

“Norman soldiery. And the witness of “the great record” 

implies that “the Exeter patricians,” as Mr. Freeman — 
styled — them ® —“the civic aristocracy”®—gained their 
original selfish: aim, and secured an undertaking that they 


mes 


. N.C. iv. 146. 

~ _ Jt is curious to seé how Thierry waters down the miracle: ‘Son 
_ cheval, glissant sur le pavé, s’abattit et le froissa dans sa chute’ Of 

; course this is likely enough to have been the kernel of truth in the legend, 

but no man has a right to tell the tale in this shape as if it were un- 

doubted fact."—WVorm. Cong., iv. 291. 

— 8 Norm. Cong., iv. I 51-2. ; 

¢ 8 Ibid, eee Be, : 8 [bid., p. 147. 


tg 


should not pay a peony: more a their “ meee 
_consuetudine pristina.” 
What security, it may be ear could Shey obeat 
the terms they seem to have exacted? Bold as it 
seem, a would here sooo to read see aoe lines, 


Sy there 16 ied from the gates “the ine of the city, t ] 

tI their sacred books and other holy things” (as Mr. 

man rendered the words of Orderic), the real object 
their coming forth was to make the king swear upon t 
relics to the observance of the terms they had obtaine 
It was indeed the irony of fate if William, who was e 
insisting on the breach of Harold’s oath, was driven, 
the force of circumstances, to take such an oath himself. © 

But, it may be urged, should we be justified in treat 

thus drastically - the witness of Orderic, or rather, ) 
William -of Poitiers? At Alencon, I reply, in Mr. ae 
“man’s words :— = ees 


William of Poitiers is silent altogether, Boek 2 as to the yenbes 
and as to the insult. Neither subject was perhaps altogether agret 
able to a professed panegyrist (Norm. C ong. ii. 285). 


Stronger, however, is the case of Le Mans, and more 
directly to the point. “William,” we read, “ followed th 
same policy against Exeter ( 1068) which he had follow 
against Le Mans” (1063); and so, in 1073, we find 
“calling on the men of Le Mans, as he had called on 
men of Exeter,” to -submit peacefully, and escape | 
wrath. Unlike “the Exeter patricians,” indeed, “ 
magistrates of Le Mans” did receive the king peacefu 
within their walls; they did not incur the guilt of offer 
armed resistance. e ] 
that— 


cOCt athe familiar phrase, “Tactis sacris evangei with, Onlene Ss 
words here, “sacros libros.” 3 


% Norm. Cong., Vv. 151. 


A Ras c aie 


3 city, how ghey threw feraselves on walker? S mercy, and were Be 
ciously received by him. The local writer speaks in another tone. 
interview between the ming and the magistrates of Le Mans is. 


coat arte: eticent prince and prince, or between. princes . 
the estates of their dominions. They submitted themselves to = 
am’s authority as their sovereign, but they received his oath to ae 
rve the ancient customs and justices of the city. Le Mans was 
nger to ee a eee Fommapawealth, but it was to remain a oe 


tis Son areidisitins » 63 would apply Tae to the case . 
of Exeter, and William may well have done there what he 
actually did, we here read, at Le Mans. There would have 
been at Exeter even greater need for an oath, in that its 
att perfidia ” had been so much the worse. 
_ But now comes the curious parallel. Though quoting 
and scrutinising so closely the meagre accounts of the — 
Exeter campaign, Mr. Freeman seems to have oddly over- 
looked the significant words of Florence, although, of 
‘course, familiar with his narrative. Florence, we find, 
mploys a phrase corresponding with that in the Vetera 
z Analecta. 


FLORENCE. eVetT. AN.” 
- Cives autem dextryts acceptis Acceptis ab ¢o sacvamentis ... 
regi se dedebant. sese et sua omnia dederunt. J 


a: Freeman argues from the case of Le Mans that 
dedere in these times did not imply the fulness of a Roman 
ea deditiv.° - But we are not merely dependent upon this. 
oon The words, “dextris acceptis,” I contend, imply a promise 


i and a pledge for its performance, and cannot therefore 
be reconciled with an unconditional surrender. 
ee Now if it were not for the fortunate preservation of the 


& Norm. Congq., iv. “60. 88 Tid, 
iv. 560. 
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Vetera Analecta in the case of Le Mans, Mr. Freeman would 
there also, as at Exeter, have been hoodwinked by “ the 
Norman version.” I am anxious not to employ a phrase 


which might be deemed offensive or unjust, so I restrict 


myself to that which he himself applied to his predecessor, 
Palgrave, when, speaking of the story of Eadric and his 
brother, he wrote that Sir Francis Palgrave “swallowed 
the whole tale Whether my solution be accepted or 
not, it is, I repeat, conjectural. I have, at least, shown 
that there is a.mystery to be solved, that Mr. Freeman's 
version fails to solve it, and that, so far from Domesday 
recording the punishment inflicted upon Exeter, it actually 
heightens the mystery of the case by proving that Exeter 
obtained exceptionally favourable treatment. 

It is not merely a question of how Exeter fell. The 
issue illustrates the policy and affects the character of 
William. The lame manner in which Mr. Freeman ac- 
counts for his sudden conversion from fury to lamblike 
gentleness is no less unsatisfactory than his treatment of 
the “weighty account” in the Chronicle when he found 
that this, his valued authority, rendered the problem diffi- 
cult. Even at Le Mans more was needed than merely to 
print both stories. The fact that we find in “the Norman 


pa ia 
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version” the truth conveniently glossed over ought to be _ 


insisted on and duly applied. Time after time in Mr. 
Freeman’s work we find him paraphrasing patches of 
chronicles, under the impression that he was writing his- 


tory. The statements of witnesses are laid before us, 


neatly pieced together, but they are not subjected to more 
than a perfunctory cross-examination. Even if the accu- 
rate reproduction of testimony were all that we sought 
from the historian, we should not, so far as Domesday is 
concerned, obtain it in this instance. But the case of 


7 “Edicta regalia suis opportune intimavit, et urbanis imperiose man- 
davit, ut prudenter sibi consulerent” (Ord Viz., ii. 255). 
1 Norm. Cong,, 1. 662. 


ih eT re 
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ter vis: one where eS ‘more is “needed, Sac ae 
‘ is not sufficient without the possession of — 
foie power of seizing upon the truth when _ 
sete is misleading and contradictory. The para- 
rasing of evidence is the work of a reporter; from the 
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Lhe Fate of Leicester 


< 


LEICHSTER (1068)°. => 4, a 


At 


: <i ree question was raised and discussed. by Mr, Free- 


man in his “History of the Norman Conquest” (i 
196-7). We there read as follows:— 5 


Is it possible that in the case of Leicester, at least, no power y 


__ left either to follow or to resist? While we have no evidence either 


Be 


way on which we can rely with confidence, one of those secondary — * 
_ and local records, which sometimes contain fragments of authen: 


=e 


tradition, suggests, in a perfectly casual way, that a doom fell upo a5 


Leicester, which might, doubtless, with some exaggeration, be spok 

_ of as utter destruction. And this incidental hint may perhaps dra 

_ some indirect confirmation from the highest evidence of all [Domes- 
day] . . . and it may be that Leicester earned its overthrow 


a defence worthy of a borough which was to. give its name to ‘the= 
greatest of England’s later worthies. ee ae to ae 
The “record referred to is quoted in a footnote, and is oe 


history of the foundation of Leicester Abbey, one of a class. 


£ + 


of narratives notoriously inaccurate and corrupt = +. eee 


Robertus Comes Mellenti, veniens in Angliam cum Willel 
Duce Normannie, adeptus consulatum Leycestris, ex dono — 
Ducis et Conquestoris Anglie, destvucta prius civitate Leicesivia 


-castello et ecclesia infra castellum tempore preedicti Conquestoris, 
_reeedificavit ipsam eecclesiam Sancta Marie infra castellum, 


likely that William, on his arrival at Leicester, should find : 


Now, it strikes one in the first place as somewhat un- 


Sy 


w® 


a castle to destroy. But, further, how could Robert have 


obtained the “consulatus” of Leicester from the Conqueror . 


when he is well known to have first obtained it (¢ 


- 
wy 


The edents “Antedited 


very peculiar circumstances) from Henry the First? If | 
this known event has been so glaringly antedated, may not 
the alleged “destruction” be so likewise? These it may 


~* 


Senet, 


be said are only doubts. But, as it happens, we can not © 
only discredit the suggested “destruction” in the days of 
the Conqueror : we can actually fix its date as the en of 


Ae 
PO ee 


“aks the First. 
Ree We learn from Biden that the town of Leicester (“ ue 
_ Legrecestria”) was divided into four quarters, of which 


Ivo de Grantmesnil possessed two, one in his own right, 
and one (which was the King’s share) as the King’s reeve — 
and representative. We also learn that he was among the 
seditiosi proceres,” who rebelled against Henry in 1101, 
and that of these, “aliqui contra fideles vicinos suerram - 2a 
: arripuerunt et gremium alme telluris rapacitatibus et in- — ae 
_cendiis, cruentisque cedibus maculaverunt.” Ivo is again | 
‘mentioned by Orderic in 1102, not only among the “pro- Bes 
ditores” of the previous year, who were now called to 
account, but also asa special ringleader in that internecine = 
per conflict to which he had already referred. He tellsus that = = 
6 (a quoque, quia guerram in Anglia cceperat et vicinorum rura 
suorum incendia combusserat (quod in illa regione crimen est 
: _ inusitatum nec sine grave ultione fit expiatum), rigidus censor accu- 
ig satum nec purgatum ingentis pecuniz redditione onerayit, S 


a -_plurimo anzore tribulatum meestificavit. 
ta 


In short, as Dr. Stubbs reminds us, Ivo “ has the evil repu- 
= tation of being the first to introduce the horrors of private 
% warfare into England. a Bearing in mind the divided au- 
thority from which Leicester suffered, and the statement 2 
that Ivo, ruling half the town, plundered and made fierce 
"war upon his neighbours, we arrive at the conclusion that 
the “destruction,” which, in the J/onasticon narrative, pre- 
oe ~ cedes the accession of the Count of Meulan to the comi- 
Ze tatus of Leicester, may be assigned, without a shadow of 
tA doubt, to the str ‘uggle of IOI. 
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On Ivo’s disgrace, as is well known, the wily Count 


stepped at once into his shoes, “et auxilio regis suaque 
‘calliditate totam sibi civitatem mancipavit, et inde consul 
in Anglia factus.” There is no reason to doubt the state- 
ment that St. Mary “de Castro” was rebuilt and refounded 


by Count Robert after his obtaining this toate at Lei- 


cester. 


It is singular that just as the J/onasticon seems to have — 


misled Mr. Freeman at Leicester, so it is responsible for 


Thierry’s “story of the fighting monks of Oxford,” at about — 


the same time, a story of which Mr. Freeman wrote that 


“the whole story is a dream,” and “would not have been 


allowable even in an historical novel” (iv. 779-780). 


_ ELY AND HER DESPOILERS 
es (1072-75) | 


oh HE elaborate record of this arial is ory found, I be- 
lieve, in the Trinity College (Cambridge) MS., Ox2% 
1 (fos. 2105-2136) from which it has been printed by Mr. 
Hamilton in his Jzgudsttio Comitatus Cantabrigiensis Be 
192- 195). This “placitum,” therefore, would seem to have — 
Z remained unknown till the publication of that work (1876.) 
 -The date of this important document can be fixed within 
: Bie years. It mentions Earl Waltheof among those ‘ 
ae whom the plea was held, so that it cannot be later 
han 1075 ; and as it also mentions “Rodulfus comes,” itis 


“On the other hand, it is later than the death of ee ae 
Malet, for it mentions his son Robert” as in possession, and — 


; Be soning of 1070. Moreover, it is sabeaneeat to the death — 
of Stigand (“post obitum illius”). Now Stigand was not 
even sere till ee spring of rors and we know from 


A ctiis We may 6 say, therefore, that this “ hein 
_ did not take place till after the suppression of the Ely 
ae revolt in the autumn of 1071. Practically, therefore, our 

document belongs to the years 1072-1075. Now, as Abbot | 
Thurstan did not die till 1076—the date given in the 
een Liber Eliensis,” and accepted by Mr. Freeman—it follows — 
that this great act of restitution in favour of the Abbey 
took: place under Abbot Thurstan himself, a fact unmen- 
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tioned by the chroniclers, and unsuspected by Mr. Freeman, 
who held that he found no favour in William’s eyes. 

The great length of this document—so important for its 
bearing on Domesday—precludes its discussion in detail. 
But its opening clause must be given and some of its 
features pointed out. 


Ad illud placitum quo pontifices Gosfridus et Remigius, consul 
vero Waltheuus, necnon vicecom|[ites] Picotus atque Ilbertus jussu 
Willelmi Dei dispositione Anglor[um] regis, cum omni vicecomi- 
tatu sicut rex preceperat, convenerunt, testimonio hominum rei 
veritatem cognoscentium determinaverunt terras que injuste fuerant 
ablate ab ecclesia sancte Dei genitricis Marie de insula ely ; 
quatinus de dominio fuerant, tempore videlicet regis AEdwardi, ad 
dominium sine alicujus contradictione redirent quicunque eas 
possideret. 


The mention of Count Eustace among those withholding 
lands proves that at the date of this document he was 
already restoréd to his possessions. Another individual 
whose name occurs several times in this document is Lisois 
(De Monasteriis”), the hero of the passage of the Aire. 
Collating its evidence with that of Domesday, we find that 
Lisois had been succeeded, at the date of the great record, 
by the well-known Eudo Dapifer in a fief, ranging over at 
least five counties—Cambridgeshire, Bedfordshire, Norfolk, 
Suffolk, and Essex—in all of which Domesday records his 
name as the predecessor of Eudo. This is of the more in- 
terest because Mr. Freeman wrote :— 


The only notice of this Lisois which I can find in Domesday 


is in ii. 496, where he appears in possession, but seemingly illegal 
possession, of a small holding in Essex. 


So again we have in our document this passage relating to 
Stigand :— 


He sunt proprie ville monasterii insule Ely quos Stigandus archi- 
presul tenebat, unde per annum victum fratribus reddidit tantum 
quantum pertinet ad hoc. Has vero tenet rex noster W. post obitum 
ilius, Methelwald et Crokestune et Snegelwelle et Dictun, 


Ee es ; + 
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res ~ 
_ Now Stead? se Ra to the Liber Eliensis “ * quasdam 
illius optimas possessiones sicut Liber Terrarum insinuat, — 
* ad maximum loci aon retinuit.”. Our document — 
identifies these “possessiones” with Methwold and Crox- 
ton in Norfolk, Snailwell and Ditton in Cambridgeshire, 
and thus disposes of Mr. Freeman’s very unfortunate 
ee suggestion—advanced, of course, to justify Stigand—that © 
the Liber Eliensis here referred to a tiny Hampshire 
estate, which the Abbey had held under Stigand T.R.E? Je, 

In my paper on Domesday I have pointed out the impor- 
tance of this document in its bearing on socmen and their 

services, while we saw in investigating knight-service that 
its language affords, in this matter, a valuable gloss on ‘that 
of Domesday. Close examination of its details shows that _ 
the aggressions on the Abbey’s property which it records, 
_ were, in spite of the verdict on this occasion, persisted in, 
if not increased. Those, for instance, of Hardwin may be 
' recognised in the duplicate entries in Domesday Book, 
representing the conflicting claims? On persons as on _ 
eg we have some fresh information. Ilbert the Sheriff 7s 
as, I believe, identical with that “Ilbert de Hertford,” 
x the ‘is alluded to in Domesday (i. 200), and would thus be 
‘a pre-Domesday Sheriff of Herts.* The are “tenet Rot- 
eas hemo Bainardi in Reoden de soca,” when compared — 
- with the holding of “ Rienduna” by Ralf “Baignardi” in | 
‘eee (ii. 414), suggests that we have in Bainard rie - 
father (hitherto unknown) of this Domesday tenant- in-chief. | tee 
Bainard would thus be a Christian name, as was akg = 
Diatoars, which occurs in this same document. 


1DpB, i. 4ob. 2 See p. 23 supra. - 
8 Domesday (i. 2002) styles him, “ Ilbertus de Hertford,” and connects 
him with “ Risedene,” a Hertfordshire Manor. On the other hand, the 
: LC. Cc. makes him “Ilbertus de Hereforda” (p. 56), and “ Ilbertus vice- 
comes” is actually found in Herefordshire (D.B., i. 1790) But what 
could he be doing in Cambridgeshire ? 
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The Lords of Ardres 


eS THE LORDS OF ARDRES ee 


rs the History of the Norman Comes: (ond Ed) 
read of Eustace of bese eg — ; 


= the “superiority of their “SiGon Cae ees Gi. 314) 
In an DB ppendie on. “ roars of ‘Ardres,” 


x itscona Comitum “A sensi - (of fouber GE f Ardres) for z 
his Saeed and he verified, by pease. the Man 


turers” were the sons (as Lanes Ss ‘not of any 
“Geoffrey,” a mere Abbey officer, but of a local magnat 
- Arnold, Lord of Ardres. The next ‘is-that Lambert was 
: quite correct in his list of Manors. <a 
In the fourth series of his historical essays Mr. Freane 
included a paper on “The Lords of Ardres,” for which he 
availed himself of Dr. Heller’s edition of Lambert in 
‘Monumenia (vol, xxiv.). In this edition the passaget runs — 


Seeysitoninar et Pemioacis eius, Dekesracdiant Ree 
Leilefordiam, Toleshondiam, et Hoilandiam (cap. 113, 


Borde iret (com: Cantabrig. )et Bibione (comit. Bedford) a 
-comite Eustacio , . . e contra Toheshunt [sic] Hoiland, Lele- 
Re ford pees, a> eodem comite Adelolfus de Merc (Prope re 


he pe ers Beeson he identification of “ Stevin- 
a nia” cme pay Beds.), for we find him sa 


But of ine English possessions reckoned up ee our author ee 
a . . . can be identified in Domesday as held by Arnold — 
ae =a) local Be seems to have mixed up the ee 


ote he again insisted that “Arnold had other lands | ‘in ie 
- Bedfordshire.” ; 
_ We will now turn to an entry in the Testa de Nevill 
from the “ milites tenentes de honore Bononie” ice 


Comes de Gines tenet xii. milites, scilicet-—in pha wee in ae 
‘Stiveton et Parva Wahull 111 milites, in Cantabr’ in Dukesword, et 
$a Trumpeton 111 milites . . . in Essex, Tholehunt et Galdhangr’ — see 
peas milites, in Hoyland’ et Lalesford ibidem 111 milites. 


_ Here we have all the Manors mentioned by Lambert (with — 
mc their appurtenances) assigned to the Count of Guines, the — 
heir of Arnold of Ardres; and we can thus believe the 
_ Testa entry (p. 272) of Tolleshunt and Holland, “quas idem 
comes et antecessores sui tenuerunt de conquestu Angliz.” 
But the Testa does more than this; it informs us that 
. tee and Lawford were held of the Count by “ Henry 
“4 de Merk.” Now, “ Adelolf ” de Merk is found in Domesday 
aie many Manors direct from Eustace of Boulogne, 


OO ee ee Le eee ye See oa ee 
Sy We, {Pee ag eR ae a a omer Farad 
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and these Manors are divided in the Testa between his 
descendants Simon and Henry de Merk.’ It is, therefore, 
possible that he held the three Essex Manors in 1086, not 
directly from Count Eustace, but, like his descendant, 
from their under-tenant (Arnold). This raises, of course, 
an important question as to Domesday.’ 

It is interesting to observe that the village of Marck 
in the Pas de Calais has, through Adelolf and his heirs, 
transferred its name to the Essex parish of Mark’s Tey, 
though not to that of Marks Hall (so named in Domesday). 

While on the subject of the Lords of Ardres, it may 
be convenient to give the reference to a letter of mine to 
the Academy (28th May, 1892), explaining that Lambert’s 
“ Albericus Aper,’ who puzzled Dr. Heller and Mr. Free- 
man, was our own Aubrey de Vere, first Earl of Oxford, 
and that Lambert’s statement (accepted by Mr. Freeman) 
as to the-parentage of Emma, wife of Count Manasses, had 
been disproved by Stapleton. 


1 An interesting charter belonging to the close of Stephen’s reign 
shows us Queen Matilda compensating Henry “de Merch” for his land 
at Donyland (one of these Manors)—which she was giving to St. John’s, 
Colchester—‘“ de redditibus transmarinis ad suam voluntatem.” Another 
and earlier charter from her father and mother (printed by Mr. E. J. L. 
Scott in the A¢henwum of 2nd December, 1893) has Fulco de merc and 
M. de merc among the witnesses. 

* The non-appearance of Arnold’s brother,“ Geoffrey,” in Domesday 
which has been deemed a difficulty, is accounted for by Lambert’s state- 
ment that he made over his English possessions to Arnold. 


AND ‘ROUEN’ 


T SHE eighth font of the Royal Canine on Piston: és 
i 7 cal Manuscripts speaks of the records of the city of © 
er as “beginning with Henry the Second’s writ of — 
ense to the citizens of Chester to trade in Durham [sec] 
they were wont to do in the time of Henry the First” — 
_xv.). The records themselves are similarly described — 
he actual report on them (pp. 355-403) as “beginning 
h a curious writ, addressed by Henry the Second to his 
lit S of the city of Durham” [szc]. This, which is among | 
hose items spoken of as “ especially interesting and im- 
Betas portant,” figures thus at the head of the calendar : — pe 


4% 


1) Henry II. License to the burgesses of Chess to buy Ae seH © 
Durham [sec] as they were wont to do in the time of Henry I. 
Henricus Dei gratia Rex Anglie et Dux Normannie et Aquitanie 
Comes jo ake balluis ‘tse de Dunelina. [ss] salutem :— 


tc die. quas eee tempore Regis Henrici avi mei at 

sdem ibi habeant rectitudines et libertates et liberas consuetudines ; 
as tempore illo habere solebant, teste, Willelmo filio Ald’ as 
ud tae co 


he erGe a as to <n Chester writ was explained by me in a letter to 
cademy (No. 734). 


my i 
ate wh \F 


466 < ie Early. 1; rade with Ireland 
: i are printed on the same page, refer to this writ as relatir 


days of his grandfather, and a confirmation of the “li 
tates, etc, which the men of Chester had then enjoy 


- position. Secon: we have here record OE pS. 


slight ; but it may not improbably belong to the close of 


exclude “its rival port” (Conquest of England, p. 443) from 


Latin name. The tatereet and impotence of this “ 
writ” has, in short; been obscured and lost froied t =! 
ignorance of Mr. J. C. Jeaffreson, to whom the report was 
entrusted. The charters which follow the writ, and wh 


to Ireland; and the town, of course, to which. it refers is 
not Dien but Dublin (Duuelina). 

We have, therefore, in this writ an almost, if not nae 
unique reference by Henry the Second to Dublin in- 


there, just as if his grandfather had been in his own 


Ireland, thus confirming Mr. Green’s observation, « the | 
port of Chester depended on the trade with Ireland, which 
had sprung up since the settlement of the Northmen al ; 
the Irish Coasts? And this has, of course, a bearing on 
the question of “a Danish settlement” at Chester. Thirdly. 
we learn from this document that at the date of its issue 
Dublin was governed by bailiffs of the King (ballivi suz), 
What, then, was its date? The clue, unfortunately, is 


1175 or early part of 1176. This brings us to the interest 
ing question, why was such a writ issued? Remembering 
that during his stay at Dublin (November, 1171—January, 
1172) Henry II. had granted that city to his men of | 
_ Bristol, we may hold it in accordance with the spirit of 
the time, and, indeed, a matter of virtual certainty, that 
Bristol would have striven on the strength of this grant to. 


the benefits of the Dublin trade. Chester would, therefore, 
appeal to the King on the strength of its antecedent rights, 


* Conquest of England, p. 440. 


1 would thus ie SbiaiicH from him this v writ, recognising 
senheniing their Pras 


esi" habentibus martrinas pelles juberet eeonae regis ut nulli 
Betesdera donec sibi prius ostensas compararet, qui hoc non obser- ee 
peat xl. solidis Segue bat ange sy civitas tune reddebat de Fag 


om, or ae ue are mentioned sides Chester see 
But on turning to the customs of Rouen, as recorded in the | 
charters of Duke Henry (1150-1) and King John (1199), 
we find they were imported from Ireland. a 


Per sanaue navis de Hibernia venerit, ex quo caput de Gernes © ps 
‘ [Guernsey] transierit, Rothomagum veniat, unde ego habeam de 
ge ealeaaes nave unum gee de Ce ys aut decem libras — 


Normanniz, et vicecomes Ae de unaquaque habeat viginti 
oe nee et Camerarius Enea unam soa aut 


; Pe idus Conbene: it may be remembered, alludes to 
the abundance of martens in Ireland,* and describes how 
they were captured. We thus have evidence in Domesday 
Pot the Irish trade with Chester, even in the fee of 
Edward the Confessor. 


ge Martrinarum copia abundant hic silvestria” (Zof. Hibs i. 24). 


4 


aon collected the few facts that are ene relat 
to Walter Tirel. They a are, however, so few that he cou. 


sien He was, ene Jess confident than his opredeceea 
sor as to the identity of Walter Tirel with the Essex tenant 
of that name in Domesday ae hope t now to establish: t 


and sso to show for - the first time soho his wife Ses was. — 
The three passages we have first to consider are thes 
taking them in the same order as Mr. Freeman :-— 


~ 


Adelidam filiam Ricardi de sublimi prosapia Gifardorum conju- | 


gem habuit, quae Hugonem de Pice, strenuissimum militem, marito — 


suo peperit (Ord. Vit.). a ~ 
_ Laingaham tenet Walterus Tirelde R. quod tenuit Phin daous pro 
li. hidis et dimidia et pro uno manerio (Domesday, ii. 41). . Se 
Adeliz uxor Walteri Tirelli reddit compotum de x. marcis argenti 
de eisdem placitis de La Wingeham (Rot. Psp., 31 Hen. 1). a? 


eos 


Dealing first with the Domesday entry, which comes, as ro 
Mr. Freeman observed, “among the estates of Richard of Z 
Clare,” I would point out that though | Ellis (who misled Mr. 
Freemam) thought that “Tirelde” was the name, the right 
reading is “tenet Walterus Tirel de Rficardo}, ” two words — = 
(as is not unusual) being written as one. Turning next as 
the words of Orderic, we find that Lappenberg renders them 
_“ Adelaide, Tochter des Richard Giffard,” and ae *_ Freeman 


ae Ress: Ponies at ‘Walter Giffard the iden It is 
sion in the case of another Adeliza, the daughter of Robert 


aisnil de clara stirpe Geroianorum, ” though she was only 
descended from the famous Geroy through her mother. 
- Richard’s daughter was sufficiently eecericd as “ Adelida 
~filia Ricardi,” just as her brothers were known as “ Gil- 
_ bertus filius Ricardi,” 
position of that mighty family was such that this descrip- — 
tion was enough, and they were even known collectively . 


This is well illustrated by the passage in the Ely writer, 
describing Adeliza’s brother Richard, Abbot of Ely, as 


arentum undique grege vallatus, quorum familiam ex Ricardis 
 Gifardis constare tota Anglia et novit et sensit. Ricardi enim et 
di, duz scilicet ex propinquo venientes familiz, virtutis fama et 
age The above forms are curious, but not without parallel. 
‘Thus the descendants of Urse d’Abetot are spoken of as 
“Ursini” in Heming’s Cartulary. thelred of Rievaulx 


ey of the Standard; Gerald, in a well-known passage (v. 335), 
: ae of the “Giraldide” and “ Stephanide,” and Orderic, 
we have seen, of the “ Geroiani.” © 

ere doubly influential character of this descent is Sie 
illustrated in this passage (quantum valeat) from the chron- 
. os of St. John’s Abbey, Colchester. 


--Parcebatur tamen Eueoes Dene: genus uxoris ipsius Rohaise : 


t if there is no ae of a Richard Giffard, nor can “ Kae . 
’ herself be identified among the Giffards. The ex- 
ation of the BY Ney, I hold, is that she was the 


EA ate wee care 


noteworthy that Orderic employs a precisely similar expres- Be 


de Grentmesnil. He terms her “: soror Hugonis de Grente- 
Ss 


“Rogerus_ filius Ricardi,” etc. The 


~as the “Ricardi,” or “Richardenses” (Jon. Ang., iv. 609), — 


oy - Beneris copia illustres effecerat. ~ ep 
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speaks of “Poncii” and “Morini” as present at the battle 


Walter re irel Bit rs Wi ‘fe a 


que erat soror Willelmi Giffardi, Episcopi Wi intoniz. Thatales 
_fratres et propinqui junioris Rohaisze quoslibet motus machinaturi 
putarentur, si contra maritum ipsius aliquid durius decerneretur, 
1. factum est ut interventu predicti Episcopi,” etc. etc. . 


This passage is, I believe, the sole evidence for the r 
_ parentage of Bishop William. It was clearly unknown 
Canon Venables, who wrote the Bishop’s life for the D 
tionary of National Biography. : 
Like most of these ss foundation ” histories, this doeuee 


od it, and not the deci itself that is esnentble for | 
the Brave error Ha rnuige i. 110) that Eudo’s wife was 


Here Sete as in the Tirel case, the daughter of a Clare, 
by a Giffard, is converted into a Giffard. The error arose 
from referring the “qui” to Eudo instead of to his father- 
‘in-law, Richard. The “Historia” is perfectly consistent — = 
‘throughout in its identification of the younger Rohese, of we 
whom it states that “commorata est marito annis trigintz 
duobus, cui ante habiles annos nupta est ” (iv. 609). a’ 

In asserting under “Clare” (Baronage, i. 208) that Enos 
married the widow (not the daughter) of Richard, Dugdale | : 
relied on another and more inaccurate document (Mon. bee oe 
v. 269) which actually does speak of : 


QP 


a 


- -Rohesia una sororum Walteti [Giffard secundi]—duas plures a 
enim habuit—conjuncta in matrimonio Ricardo filio Gilberti, qui in a 
re militari, tempore Condes on omnes sui temporis magnates 
preecessit— 


ai 


as marrying Fudo Dapifer after her husband’s death, But = 
we must decide in favour of the Colchester narrative: 
Eudo’s wife was her daughter and namesake. = ’ 

We see then that Walter Tirel was son- -in-law to Richtee 
de Clare, who had enfeoffed him in “Laingaham” before 
1086. Now this “Laingaham” was Langham in Essex, — 
just north of Colchester, which gives us an important clue, | om 


Walter's widow “ Adeliz” was in possession in yee (Rot 


\ 


Hugh Ty, ‘vel al Langham : ayn 


Hien. I) because, as we have seen, it was probably 
en her by her father “in maritagio.” But her son Hugh 
held it under Stephen, and Anstis saw among the muni- — 
ments of the Duchy of Lancaster a mortgage of it by Hugh 

to Gervase “Justiciar of London.” I have not yet iden- ras 
_ tified this “mortgage,” but the confirmation of it to Gervase 
Bae Cornhill y Earl Gilbert de Clare, as chief lord of the 
fee, is extant, and its first witness is Earl Gilbert of Pem-— ab ee 
broke, so that it cannot be later than 1148, or earlier than 
_ 1138 (or 1139). Moreover in yet another quarter (Lans- 
~ down MS. 203, 15 dors.) we find a copy of a charter by 
this latter Earl Gilbert, belonging to the same occasion, 


“Com. Gilb. de Penbroc omnibus hominibus Francis et Anglis 
sal. Sciatis me concessisse illam convencionem et vendicionem — 
quam Hugo Tirell fecit Gervasio de Chorhella de manerio suo 
de Laingham parte mea. Nam Comes de Clara ex parte sua ‘inde 
2) idem concessit, de cuius feodo predictum manerium movet. 


ey, Both: charters contain the curious ss movet” formula, in 
P ee adlan so rare that I think I have not met with any other 
instance. It is, of course, SaeleD to the regular French 
_ phrase : “sous sa mouvance.” This mortgage or sale was — 5 
_ probably effected as a preliminary to the crusade of 1147, 
in which Hugh Tirel is known to have taken part. Now 

the above Gervase, as I have shown in my Geoffrey. de Man- 

deville was no other than Gervase de Cornhill, and after” his*’ae 
death we find Langham duly in the possession of his son, aoe 
Henry de Cornhill? The chain of evidence is thus com- 
plete, and the identity of the Tirels and of their Manor 


placed beyond question. 


el Duchy of Lancaster: Grants in boxes, A. 157. It is there described 
as “conventionem et venditionem quam Huge Tirell’ fecit Gervasio de 


-cornhella de manerio suo de lauhingeham,” which implies an actual sale ta 
_rathe: A, a mortgage. The seal of Earl Gilbert, with the three chev- 
- rons on his shield, is, I claim, an earlier instance, by far, of coat-armour ee 


on a seal than any hitherto known (see my paper in Arch Journ, hi. 46) ese : 
c 4 Duchy of Lancaster: Royal Charters, No. 42. - : 


Santer fale merce 


Walter Tirel and his Wi 


But returning to the parentage of Walter’s wife, we find 
that it raises a curious question by the family circle 
which it introduces us. For we now learn that- Gilbert a 
Roger, sons of Richard de Clare, who. were present at 
Ee Brockenhurst when the King was killed, were brothers 
law of Walter Tirel, while Richard, another brother-in- 
tat was promptly selected to be Abbot of Ely by Henry I, w! 
further gave the see of Winchester, as his first act, 
William Giffard, another member of the same powerful 
- family circle.® Moreover, the members of the house of. 
_ Clare were in constant attendance at Henry’s court, an 
_ “Eudo Dapifer,’ whose wife was a Clare, was one of 
favourites. I do not say that all this points to some 
_ secret conspiracy, to which Henry was privy, but it shows 
at least that he was on excellent terms with Walter Tirel’s — 
relatives, 4, Oe 2S 
sal have explained in my article on the Clares in the Dz 
tionary of National Biography that there has been muc 
confusion as to the family history. As the errors are ve 
 pesistent, it may perhaps be of some service, especially - 
_ identifying names, if I append a pedigree for the period of 
the Tirel connexion, which will distinguish the descend- 
_ ants of Count Gilbert, “ illustrious alike in his forefathers — 
and his descendants.” . ; ~ - 
_ Two charters will illustrate the attendance of the family 
CIA court in the early days of Henry I. An interesting 
charter belonging to Christmas, 1ro1, is attested by * Gisle! aaa 
bertus filius Ricardi et Robertus filius Baldwini et Ricardus_ 
frater ejus,” while the attestations to one of 3rd September, a 
‘Iro1, comprise “G[islebertus] poate ot Rlogerusjtor_ 
R{obertus]) frater suus W[alterus] frater suus, . __ a 
R[obertus] (or R[icardus]) filius Bflaldwini}.® & <a 


eS 


Among the most persistent of errors are those which = 


a 


< . . ~ * = ie 
8A metrical epitaph, preserved by Rudborne, claims for him a descent _ 
from Charlemagne, which implies that he, like Walter’s wife, was “de 

_ Sublimi prosapia Gifardorum ” ( see p. 468 supra). : + eee 
‘See also Geofjrey de Mandeville, p. 329. 
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a aa oe ee Pa iat dela ” ee 
a” ea ee ae ee me 
a om ae ry ‘= ed i _, 
Ae. 
Count Gilbert, 
of Brionne. 
Benefactor to Bec. 
Murdered roqo. 
SS ee | 
Albreda=(1) Baldwin (2) Emma Richard | 
¢ de Meules, a de Bienfaite, 
alias de Clare, alias “ filius Bene 
° alias Baldwin of Gilberti,” adzas 
Exeter, alias “filius Comitis 
Baldwin the Gilberti,” adzas 
.. Sheriff [of Devon]. “de Tunbridge,” 
Benefactor to Bec. alias “de Clare” 
< Founder of St. 
Neot’s Priory 
(cell to Bec.). 
= a | = Z 
William,} Robert,? Richard, Gilbert, Roger, Walter, Richard, vert, Rohese 
 “filius Baldwini,” “filius Baldwini,” “ filius Baldwini,” “fillus Ricardi,” “filius Ricardi,” “filius Ricardi,” “filius Ricardi,” lus Ricardi,” “filia Ricardi,” 
Sheriff of Devon, held Brionne Sheriff of alias Gilbert living 1130, ob. s. p. Monk of Bec, Easter) 1136. mar. Eudo 
1096 (see p. 330). against Robert Devon, 1129. de Tunbridge, — ob. s. p. Founder of Abbot of Ely r1oo. | St. Neot’s, Dapifer circ. 1088 
Benefactor to Bec. of Normandy Died 1136.8 mar. | Adeliza Benefactor to Tintern Abbey, Died 1107, ar fer Regis) He died 1120. 
= = in 1090. Benefactor to Bec. de | Clermont (see p. 523). Bec.! 1131, a = She died 1121. 
a Benefactor to Bec. living 1136.8 = ~ ; and was buried 
= at Bec. 
| . ee cas 
Richard Gilbert, Walter,’ Baldwin, Adelidis Rohese,$ Maude = William 
“ filius Gilberti,” “filius Gilberti,” “filius Gilberti,” “filius Gilberti,” “de Tunbridge” mar. Baderon Roberti,” “de Senliz.” de Albini 
| d. 1136.8 Earl of Pembroke of Maldon. alias Baldwin mar. William de Monmouth _ Dapifer Regis ® Benefactress “ Brito.” 
Protector of | St. Neot’s.®> | Went on crusade de Clare de Percy. . (see p. 475). to St. Neot’s 
a quo the circ. 1147. _ Founder of Deeping yy ; 2 . 
; ~ Earls of Priory (Benedictine) 
£ Hertford. and Bourne Priory 


(Austin), 


: 1 © Baldwinus vero genuit Rodbertum, et Guillelum, Richardum, nothumque Guigerum” (Ord. Vit.), This last was a monk of Bec. 
but is confirmed adunde. It is not proved that William was a son of Emma. no } 
-Robertus filius Ricardi patruus ejus, Ricardus filius Baldwini, consobrinus ejus” (Robert of Torigni). 
(Carte lary of St. Neot’s, fo. 73). ® Ancestor of the fitz Walters of Dunmow and of Boynard’s Castle, 
a4 597- 
(70 face page 473.) 


4 6 


— 


ay ‘* Baldwinus frater istius 
2 ** Baldwino patri meo Molas et Sapum reddidit [Rex W.] et filiam amitz suze 


Mortuis autem absque liberis Rogero et Waltero.” ) 
who are accordingly spoken of by Fatome as “ Clarreaus”»—a word which has puzzle 


[Ricardi] Willelmum, Roberta 
uxorem dedit ” 


8 Eodem anno obierunt plures ex principibus 0 ICA 
todia et defensione mea omnes res Becci sicut ecclesie que fundata est ab ant 


or, Mr, Howlett. " Mon, Ang. iv. 597. Formul Ang. P- 40. 


es 
Bn 


Ricardum cum tribus sororibus genuit” (Mon. Ang., v. 269). 


of the Can ve 


fy. Richard oe Pehnis: Baldwini” with eenav de Red. 
_ vers (who was of a different family and died long before 
22 and which make this compound Richard an Earl of 


- Planché Laecaied to Say. the former of these errors, | 
Be ahict originating in the Monasticon, is embalmed in — 
_ Dugdale’s Baronage,—as Taylor had previously done in his 
“Wace,” and the Duchess of Cleveland has rightly ob- 
served in her Batile Abbey Roll (1889) that “there is 
not the slightest authority for assuming “the identity 
But the necessity for again correcting the error is shown by — 
its reappearance in Mr. F reeman’s Exeter (1887) and by the - 
2 ‘life of Baldwin de Redvers, in the Dictionary of National 
eal by Mr. Hunt, which begins by stating that he_ 

as “the eldest son of Richard, Earl of Devon, the son of : 
“Baldwin de Moeles,” whereas his father was not an Earl, ye 
and was not the son of Baldwin de Moeles. = 
IT may also take this opportunity of pointing out that (as — 
is shown in my Geoffrey de Mandeville) Richard fitz Gil- 
_ bert (d. 1136) was not an earl, the earldom of Herts having 
been ante-dated like that of Devon. — 
Dugdale again has omitted, because he failed to identify, sh 
another daughter of the house of Clare, who made a most | 
_ interesting match. This was “Adelidis de Tunbridge,” 
wife of William de Percy, a niece and namesake, I con- — 
- fidently suggest, of Walter Tirel’s wife. She seems to have 
brought into the Percy family the names of Richard and 
~~ Walter. The charters which establish, I think, her identity — 
are those of Sallay Abbey, in which Maud (widow of 
William, Earl of Warwick) and her sister Agnes (ances- 
tress of the later Percies) speak of their mother as “ Ade- 
lidis de Tunbridge” (Won. Ang., v. 512-3). She can only, 
therefore, in my opinion, have been a daughter of’ Gilbert 
“de Tunbridge”; and with this conclusion the dates har-_ 
- monize well. Yet another daughter was Margaret, wife of — 

William de Montfichet, who brought into that family the | 
names of Gilbert and Richard. 


Yh aas 
> 
as 


We have yet to dear with one more onion of 
historic house, Baldwin fitz Gilbert, or _ Baldwin aoe c 


ial, i had always Pe EN th 
the recognised grandfather of Baldwin’ 


_ known man, But Dacca are “Wake” (i. aoe p 
_ tively asserts that the former was “brother to Wale 


= of that family.” This proves, Pee on- enquiry, to be 
based on an almost incredible blunder. Dugdale actually 
relied on a charter,’ which includes Baldwin among tl 
_ Clares, and which he himself under “Clare” rightly so 
interprets (Baronage, i. 2076). There is, therefore, 10 
ground for ae Saws from De Gant, or for teject- 


~ the troops on 1 behalf of Stephen at the battle S Lincoln? 

Having- made several additions to the Pedigree of 
_ Clare, I have also _to make one deduction in Robert fitz 
- Richard’s alleged younger son “Simon, to whom he ga’ : 
the Lordship of Daventry in Northamptonshire” (Baronage, — 
i, 218). This erroneous statement is taken from: a monastic 
genealogy (blundering as usual) in the Daventry Cartu- — 
lary.’ The documents of that house show at once that 
_ Simon was the son of Robert fitz “Vitalis” (a benefactor — 
to the house in 1109), not of Robert fitz Richard, and was — 
not therefore, a Clare. Nor was he lord of Daventry... > ae 

But Dugdale’s most unpardonable blunder is his identifi-~ 5 
cation of Maud “de St. Liz,” wife of William de Albini _ 
Brito. He makes her sixty years old in 1186 (p. II '13), and a 


5 Old Monasticon, i. 2456; and vede infra, p. sagt A curious “sketch 
of the above scene in a MS. of Henry of Huntingdon (Arundel MS. 148) | 
depicts Baldwin with two of the Clare chevrons on his shield, and a 
marginal note, almost illegible, duly describes him as grandfather of 
ae Baldwin Wac. This sketch is overlooked i in the Brit. Mus. catalogue of 

.__. drawings. aay 
cis © See also Rot. P7f., 31 Hen. I., and my Geoffrey de Mandeville, 

1 Mon, Aug, v. 178. 


a 


n the case , Eudo Dapifer, William’s wee was a 
d party not the widow. In both cases the lady was a 
_ The fact is certain from his own authority, the 


is] filius Richards}? at fo. 798, erants Lye : Matildis de. 
= Licio. ee ‘Senliz’) filia Roberti flit, Ricardi 2 on 


asive. one as b te her eee — 


_ Ego Willelmus de Albineio Brito et Matild’ uxor mea dedimus et 
-concessimus ecclesiam de Cratefeld deo et ecclesie Sci. Neoti et 
1onachis Beccensibus ee anima Roberti filii Ricardi et anteces- eG 
sorum meorum. : ae 


Then follows their scons Roniimation,® ase Willelmus ite Ree 
_ Albeneio filius Matillidis de Seint Liz.” Next, “Willel- — > 
mus de Spa filius Matild’ de Senliz,” ee land, Neb 


am eas Further, we have Walter fitz Rote (fitz Richard) 
confirming this grant by his sister Matildis. Finally, we 
learn that Cratfield belonged to her in “maritagio.”” Now — 
(as “Cratafelda”) it belonged in Domesday to Ralf Baig- 
Berri! His honour, on his forfeiture, was given to Robert 
fitz Richard, who was thus able to give Cratfield “in mari- 
: tagio ” to his daughter. Here then is independent proof of 
‘ eek her. Bee ie really was, and ease independent 


; Bais de Sainliz que fuit filia Roberti filii Richardi, et mater 
Willelmi de Albeneio est de donatione Domini Regis et est Ix. anno- 
rum (Rot. de Dominabus, p. 1). 

i : We thus learn that, as with Avicia “de Rumilly,” 
daughter of William Meschin, it was possible for a woman 


y 8 Cott. MS. Faustina A. iv. See also Addenda. 


: : “Albini, ie sent in his carta (under Lelocstemiey i 
and died, as I reckon, from the Pipe Rolls, in Nov. 1 
_ She was not, as alleged, the widow of the William 
_ fought at the Battle of Tinchebray in 1106. 
ame es we come to the pareatage, of Walter Tirel 


ed ye by thie Seine” CW. Rufus, IL F422, oe ae 
mystery of his rise is not lessened by the fact that, as M 

_ Freeman put it, most accounts “connect him with France ° 
rather than with Normandy.” ~ Closer investigation | ‘sug- 
gests that\Orderic in no way identifies the Walter Tirel 
1100 with the son of Dean Fulc, and shows indeed that | 
French editors had specially declared the two to be disti 

In short, Walter a sae to do with Dean Fulc or 


‘the third of his namie ate occurs, as ont 6f Poi 

-Anselme identifies him with the second (who occurs ohn 

1069), but he is probably- identical with the third, who occurs: 
_ in an agreement with the Count of Amiens, 1087, and who 

with his wife « Adelice,” founded the Priory of St. Denis 

de Poix,” and built the Abbey of St. Pierre de Sélincourt. 

_ It was he who was father of eee the Crusader.” 


_ * Mr. Freeman rendered Walter Map’s “ Achaza ” by “Achéres.” whe eA 
as the Tirels always styled themselves “ Sires de Poix Vicon ey 
VEguesnes” it is probable that the latter was meant. ‘ : om 


” His gift was confirmed by Gepiiey, Bishop of aap who died in 
1116. 


1 The essential reference occurs in the charter of Wore granted by Ralf, os 
Count of Amiens, which mentions “Symon filius meus et Gualterus _ : 
Gualteri Tirelli natus” (Archives depart. de le Somme: Cartulaire d 
N.D, d’Amiens, No. 1, fo. 91). These were the first and second know. 
bearers of the name. The latter occurs in a St, Riquier charter of 1058 
- Poix was some fifteen miles from Amiens, and its ReaD was of con- 


nense,” whic: appears to have eran Mr. Freeman’s 


researches when he made his collection of all the versions _ 
f the death of William Rufus :— 


Willelnus prioris Willelmi regis Angliz filius, eodem anno a 
altero de Bekam, ex. improviso, interficitur. Qui, cum rege in 
tu yenatum iens, dum sagitta cervum appeteret, eadem divinitus — 
orta, rex occiditur. Cujusi interitus sancte recordationis viro Hugoni, nt 
ati. Cluniacensi est Bis tenees etc., etc. 


the testimony of a St. Omer writer on the deed of the 
_ord of Poix is, even if traditionary, worth noting; but. d eae . 

do not profess to explain the “ Bekam.” ® ae 
If we now turn to the French writers, we find that the  _ 
special work on the family is that of Mr. Cuvillier-Morel- 
dAcy, “Archiviste-Généalogiste.”“ It savours, however, 
of ee rather than oe sages and relies for its ex- 


PoMectiis meld of original authaetice 
is. Geant was followed by an elaborate monograph on 
“Poix et ses Seigneurs” by M. IlAbbé Delgove,* who 
ae the former writer's grorlosy without question, 


eek: importance. A charter af 1030 to Rouen Cathedral is said to e 
contain the name “ Galtero Tyrello, domino de Piceio.” 
3 Cartulaire de Abbaye de St. Bertin (Documents Inédits), pp. 267-8. 
Bet ey find entered in the Cartulary of Hesdin (Bibliothéque Nationale, 
Paris) on fo. 29, a notification “ ‘quia Walterus Tireel et filius eius Hugo 
_hospitem unum eum omnimansione. . . apud villam Verton conces- 
serunt,” and that they have granted freedom from toll “ apud Belram 
. . Coram militibus suis.” Could “ Bekam”’ possibly be a misprint 
ore “Belram” [Beaurain] ? 

\ Histoire Genealogique et Héraldique de la Maison des Tyrel, Si: tres, 
puis Princes de Potx, etc., etc. (2nd Ed.) 1869. 
 -¥ Vol. vii., pp. 820 et seq. 
5 ee ae Memoires de la Société PA ntiquatres de Picardies (1876), xxv. 287 


dation for the Priory of St. Denis As pone He EAS 
these charters are not authentic in their present form, 
accepts their contents as genuine, Now the endowment. te 
St. Denis, according to them, included two marcs out . 
Bas... the tithes “de Dain en Angleterre.” Here, thee 


ae thes Lawingeham » e the Pipe Roll. Is cig t e 
reason why Walter required the consent of his se « Ade- 
line” and son Hugh to the grant ? ai 
Te Neither of these writers knew of the English evidence, 
4 ‘nor did they solve the mystery of Walter Tirel’s wife, whom. 
they, like Lappenberg, imagined to be the daughter of a 
Richard Giffard. This tends to diminish our trust in th 
s pede ree they give. They took a Walter Tirel to. ee 


“ Pohiers,” : 
is found in the Battle Roll. In their: view, Hugh as 
Lord of Poix, the crusader of 1147, was grandson of th 
_ famous Walter. Now Orderic, whose evidence on the poi 
they ignore, cay as we have seen, he was eS son ; and a 


we cannot think him mistaken. Matsdyer the eee 
of 1130 cannot be harmonised with their pedigree. Adeliz, s 
wife (? widow) of Walter Tirel, then answered for ‘Lang- i 
ham, and could not be “ Adeline dame de Ribecourt, ioe 


: a, 
+ ae But there is other EES unknown to these Frenc 
writers, which proves that the version they give must be 
utterly wrong. Among the archives at Evreux there is a 
charter of Hugh Tirel to the Abbey of Bec, granting — 
“decem marcas argenti in manerio quod dicitur Laviga-_ ms 
ham” to its daughter-house of Conflans, where, he says, 
his mother had taken the religious “habit,” and retired t 
die. The Priors of Conflans, and [St. Denis of] Poix ar 
among the witnesses; and we read of the charter’s date: 


‘oc concessum est i piceium castrum anno M.c exxxviii. ab_ 
imnatione emer vill. idus martii, ‘ “hoe 
a tven if we make this date to hak 1139, we here find Hagh® 
___ in posssesion of Poix and Langham at that date, whereas — oe 
_ | the French writers tell us that he only succeeded in’ 1iqese0 = 

: and that his father died in that year™ The above charter, — 

moreover, points to his mother having survived his father, 
died at Conflans as a widow. - Until, therefore, evidence 
produced in support of the F rench version, we must reject ss 
im toto. eo 
I close this study with an extract from that interest 
charter by which Richard I. empowered Henry de Cornhill 
to enclose and impark his woods at Langham, the same day 
(6th Dec., 1189) on which he empowered his neighbours the 
_ burgesses" of Colchester to hunt the fox, the hare and the 


& ee cat ” within their borders. The words ate — 5 


‘ 


: Bere nos mone et concessisse Henrico de Cornhell’ Hos 


ee iss dia the wealthy Londoner become a country squire 
“seven centuries ago. Nor is it irrelevant to observe that~ 
the ‘ “Langham Lodge coverts” are familiar to this day to 
; ee who hunt with the Essex and Suffolk. 


aT M. l’Abbé Delgove We tieas (p. 369) a precisely similar case, in 
Pi which a deed of 1315 proves John Tirel to have been already in posses- . 
sion of Poix, although, according to the family history, he did not die 
till 1315. This throws doubts, he admits, on M. Cuvillier-Morel-d’Acy’s 
chronology. ce * 
peal a8 ® Duchy of Lancaster, Baya Charter, No, 42, Supra, p. 471 


, [PHE importance _ of anise the sequence of chane 
A) for, chronological purposes and especially the datin 
ae eroricrs. is very great. Waldric, who preceded Ran 
as chancellor to inn. I., was, as a warrior and then | 
_ bishop, a man of mark. It has hitherto been supposed, as 
hc Mr. Archer (who wrote his life for the Dictionary of 
National Biograph yy), that his latest appearance as ch n= 
ee cellor was early in 1106, before the king’s departure for 
Normandy. - His feat in taking Duke Robert prisoner at 
7 inchebrai (28th Sept., 1106) is well known, but was believe 
‘to be the only evidence of his presence in- Normandy wit 
the King. There is, however, in Gallia Christiana (vol. 
xi.) a valuable charter recording a “causa seu placitum,” — 
decided before King Henry at Rouen, 7th Nx ov, 1106, among — ES 
those present being “Waldricus qui tunc temporis erat regis | 
cancellarius.” We can trace, ee his tenure of the 
_ office up to that date. aie 
There is some doubt and difficulty as to another chase 
. Foss believed that Waldric was the “ Walterus <Cancellarits 7 


& ‘This charter is anid in the Mondsicon Gi. 66) from = 
; Inspeximus temp. Henry IV. There is, however, a better 
_ Inspeximus on the Charter Roll of 28 Edward I? (No. 5G) 
' in which the name is clearly Waldric. But the difficuly is 
_ that the same Inspeximus contains another version of this ; 
= charter (No. 2), with a fuller list of witnesses.” I have < 


: i uaees of England, i. 140. 
se Report of Deputy-Keeper, p. 203. : ae ae P. 204 


; Waldrie Succeeded ae Ranulf ts 481 


aes the roll for ‘ahiyscle “ae there is no doubt as to YS 
date, for the clause runs :— ay 
Facta est hec carta Pang eos ss ab incarnacione domini S 
centesimo vii’ apud Wintoniam. : bce 
other version, in the body of the charter, contains es 

, “Anno Dominicz Incarnationis millesimo cen- — ie. 

I have reat looked with, Pts 

, 


! Pies *) who was 5 killed i in I oe < 
On ‘the whole, it is safer to deem that Waldric’s last ap- Se 
pearance as chancellor, at present known, is in the Rouen 
charter of November, 1106. Ranulf, his successor, first 
ppears, as Foss pointed out,’ in a charter to St. Andrew’s - 
Priory, Northampton.’ Its date is determined by the ap- 
. pearance among the witnesses of Maurice, Bishop of Lon- | 
don (d. 26th Sept. 1107) and of Ranulf himself as Chancel- 
or, combined with the statement appended to the charter A 
hat it was granted in the King’s 8th year (“ octavo imperii 
sui anno”). One must not attach too great importance to_ 
these clauses, which did not, as a rule, form part of the ; 
original charter, but in this case the names of the witnesses _ Zs 
point to Easter—Sept., 1107 ; and it is just possible to assign 
to the 8th year the close of the Westminster gathering, at ie 
_ the beginning of August, when this charter to St. Andrew’s 
- may well have been granted. 
_ Miss Norgate holds that Bishop Roger “ erie re- 
sumed ” the chancellorship in 1106, on Waldric’s elevation = 
. to the Bishopric of Laon’ but I do not know of any evidence 
- to that effect. 


> 4 See Geoffrey de Mandeville, 421, 431- a SUSE Pe ise 
8 Judges of England, i. 79. — 1 Monasticon; y. 191. 
E° pre: under the Angevin Kings, i. 22. 
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de teal ahr ee ae purposes is afforded = 
. hich Henry I. granted to the church of Exeter. ‘It 
printed in the Monasticon under Plimpton, to the — 
dation of which priory it is asserted to have been prelit 
That foundation is assigned to 1121. The charter, 
ever, is also found among those confirmed by ‘Henry 
Sines! Roll, 1 Hen. VILL pe ne 13) with a. 


the: witnesses in ericvenss disorder The cen tes 
such disorder is that the clerk in the latter case was 


_ familiar with the system on which the attestations to 


charters were arranged. the names of the leading witnes: 
being placed in a line above the others. This will be mz 
evident from the two lists of witnesses :— 


Right Order. Wrong Order. 

King Henry rg ee : ; 
Queen Adeliza — Queen Adeline ~ 
William, archbishop of ae William, archbishop of Car 

bury bury {an 
Thurstan, archbishop of York ——- Robert, eari. of Gloucester eg 
Richard, bishop of London ~ Thurstan, archbishop of York my 
William, bishop of Winchester William, earl of Surrey > o 
Roger, bishop of Salisbury — Roger, bishop of Salisbury 
Alexander, bishop of Lincoln _ ae atl of Warwick : 
Evrard, bishop of Norwich - 


Robert, earl of Leicester 
Evrard, bishop of Norwich 
Hugh Bigot, dapifer 
Hervey, bishop of Ely 
William de Pirou, daptfer 
Ralf, bishop of Chichester _ 
William d’Aubeny 


i Nahop: of Gayaks 
heold,” bishop of Worcester — 
ard, bishop of St. David’s 
hard, De of Perio 


ger, earl of Warwick 


am de Pie, dapifer 
liam d’Aubeny 
Poe, 


uy de Totness 

Robert de ‘“‘ Badentona” 

William fitz Odo . 

- Goislin de Pomereda 

Rainald de Valle Torta — 

‘William fitz Richard 

_ Herbert de Alneto 
‘Humfrey de Bohun © 

‘Walter fitz Thurstan 


Robert, Ephop of Coventry 


ent, abbot of Abingdon — 
frid, abbot of Glastonbury 


at Bath of Leicester 


Ranulf, bishop of Durham 
Nigel d’Aubeny 


Richard fitz Baldwin Be 
“Theold,” bishop of Worceste: ae 
Baldwin de Redvers 
Bernard, bishop of St. David's: 
Johel de Berdestaple 


Richard, bishop of Hereford 


Guy de Totness 

Godfrey, bishop of Bath — 
Robert de Cadentona (sic) 
Geoffrey the chancellor 


William fitz Odo 


Geoffrey, abbot of St. Peter’s, 
Winchester 
Goislin de Pomereda 


- Osbert, abbot of Tavistock 


Rainald de Valle Torta 
Thurstan, abbot of Sherborne _ 
William fitz Richard 

Vincent, abbot of Abingdon 
Herbert de Alneto 


 Seffrid, abbot of Glastonbury 


Humfrey de Bohun 
William, abbot of Cerne — 


Walter fitz Thurstan! 


1 It will be observed that this list omits the bishops of London and 
hester and the earls of Hegntingdon and Chester, but adds the abbot 


death of the Bishop SRaNancester we Oct., 1123), and erie : 
the King’s departure from England (June, 1123). But it 
must be subsequent to the death of the previous chancellor, — v 
Ranulf (Christmas, 1122), and to the appointment or con-— 
-secration (February, 1123) of Archbishop William. The ag 
‘narrow limit thus ascertained points to the Easter court. of . 
1123 at Winchester, the great gathering of bishops — and_ aes 
earls implying some such occasion. Easter fell that yo : 
‘on 1§th April. ~ ° 
Now two sees had fallen vacant at the beginning of the 
year, those of Lincoln and of Bath. Lincoln was given to ie 
Alexander, whether at Easter (Winchester), as stated bye 
Henry of Huntingdon, or in Lent, as asserted by the con- 
tinuator of Florence; but he was not consecrated till 22nd s 
July. Bath was bestowed on Godfrey, whose consecration _ 
did not take place till 26th August, though Henry of Hunt. 
ingdon assigns his- appointment, like that of Alexander, to” 
Easter (Winchester). Both these bishops, it will be seen, 
attest the above charter, which proves that it cannot be 
earlier than Easter (15th April), while the evidence below 
practically limits it to the Easter court at Winchester. : 
The first point to be observed is that these two bishops 
attest as such (not as “elect”) long before their consecra- 
tion. As it is generally held that bishops never did So, this 
point is of importance (always assuming the accuracy of 
the evidence) for its bearing on other charters,? Secondly, 
four of the witnesses—the two archbishops, the Bishop of — 
St. David’s, and the Abbot of Glastonbury—are said by the 5 
continuator to have left for Rome after Alexander’s appoint- 
ment. From this charter it is clear that they did not leave 
till after Easter. The third point is that Earl Roger of 


“ An excellent instance of this practice is foot ten years ater in ne 
case of Bishop Nigel, who attested three charters in 1133, elare the 
king’s departure, as Bishop of Ely, though he was not consecrated till, 
some months later. They are those found in Monasticon, vi. 1174 eye 
and that which gteniek the chamberlainship to Aubrey de Vere. re 
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arwick had, at the date of this charter, succeeded his 
ather, Henry. — 
Turning to Geoffrey the chancellor, we find in Ane charter 
erhaps his earliest appearance. Foss, in his useful work, 
s here a year out. He wrongly assigned the death of the 
"preceding chancellor, Ranulf, to Christmas, 1123, instead of 
_ Christmas, 1122, and he assumed that our charter must be 
_ subsequent to Bishop Godfrey’s consecration (26th August, 
1123), and, in fact, that it belonged to 1124 (to which year 
he wrongly assigned the death of Bishop Theowulf), It is 
_ important for chronological purposes to date the change of 


ee the date of Ranulf’s accession to the post. 


assigned by Nichols and by the Editors of the MWonasticon 


William, Archbishop of Canterbury, and Alexander, Bishop 
of Lincoln, it must be subsequent to Alexander’s promotion 
in the spring of 1123 (if not to his consecration on June 
- 22nd). This is admitted by Foss, who accepts the charter 
without question. There is nothing in the document to 
excite suspicion, nor do I impugn it without reluctance. 
= But the awkward fact remains that it is witnessed by 


beginning of 1123, and actually in the lifetime of Bishop 
_ Robert, Alexander’s predecessor at Lincoln. There can.be 
2 no question as to Ranulf’s death, for the sequence of events 
- is inexorable. Henry of Huntingdon tells us that (1) the 
_ king spent Christmas (1122) at Dunstable; that (2) he went 
_ thence to Berkhampstead, where Ranulf was accideni‘ally 

killed; that (3) he then visited Woodstock, where Bishop 
ge Robert met with an equally sudden death; that (4) at the 
Purification (2nd Feb., 1123) he gave the See of Canterbury 
ee to William of Corbeuil ; that (5) he gave (at Winchester) the 

see of Lincoln to Alexander at Easter. It is singular that 
- the members of the poops sHOn had two strings to their bow, 


3 chancellor correctly. I have already determined (p. 481) 


The correction of this date of Ranulf’s death affects that 
of the foundation of Laund Priory, Leicestershire, which is 


“< Ranulf the chancellor, who died, as we have seen, at the 


to “about 1125.” As the foundation charter is addressed to 


1h 


Are ee . Pra ta ath, sn ae 1) Ae 
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another charter of Henry I. being adduced for Inspexi 
Its witnesses imply a later date, and their names do 
involve any chronological difficulty. . 2 SP 
We have in this Exeter charter one of the earlie 
- attestations (according to my theory) of Robert as earl 
Gloucester. It should be noted that he takes at once p 
cedence of all other earls, just as he had taken, before h 
elevation, precedence of all laymen under the rank of earl. 
Of the barons most are familiar. Richard fitz Baldwin 
was the son and successor of the famous Baldwin of Exeter, — 
and was, like him, sheriff of Devon (see p. 301). Baldwin 
‘de Redvers was the son of Richard de Redvers, and beca 
‘subsequently first earl of Devon (the confusion of thes 
two families, from the similarity of name, seems to be i 
corrigible)? The lords of the great honours of Barnsta 
and Totnes‘ are followed by Robert of Bampton, who had — 
succeeded to the Domesday fief of Walter de Douai, and — 
who, as I have shown (English Historical Review, v. 746), 
was afterwards a rebel against Stephen. Goislin de 
Pomerey was the heir of Ralf de Pomerey, the Lb. mesday 


5 


8It has found its way, under “ Baldwin,” into the Dictionary of = 
National Biography. aT 
‘The Guido de Totteneys of this charter seems to be identical with 
the Wido de Nunant of the charter granted by Henry II. to this priory 
This conjecture is confirmed by the entry in the Pipe Role of 31 Hen. 1: 
“Wido de Nunant reddit comp. de x. marcis pro concessione ferie de 
Totneis” (p. 154). There is a story quoted by Dugdale, under Totnes 
priory, from the records of the abbey of Angers, that Juhel “of Totnes,” 
the Domesday baron, was expelled by William Rufus, and his lands 
given to Roger de Nunant. I certainly find Roger de Nonant attesting 
in 1o91 the foundation charter of Salisbury Cathedral in ‘conjunction ‘ 
with William fitz Baldwin (see pp. 330, 472); and Manors belonging to 
Juhel in 1086 are found afterwards belonging to Valletort, Nonant’s suc- 
cessor, as part of his honour of Totnes. But it would seem that Juhel 
retained part of his honour of Barnstaple, while the Nonants held the — 
rest as the honour of Totnes. Indeed, he must have held both cafi % 
so late as 1113, when, say the monks of Laon, “venimus ad castru 
quod dicitur Bannistaplum, ubi manebat quidam princeps nomine Joell 
de Totenes,” etc. (Hermannus, ii. 17), adding that they afterwar 
visited Totnes “preefati principis castrum” (zd¢d. 18). E 


for Ss succession (Rot, Pip, 31-+Hern- 15) pe Re8ke 

lly interesting, however, is the name of William fitz — 

in whom I detect not the William fitz Ozho, of Essex 

anc Middlesex (with whom he is confused in the Index le 
130 Pipe Roll), but the son of “ Odo filius Gamelin” =} 
nshire tenant-in-chief (D.B., i. 116 4). I see him me S 
t’filius Odonis,” who is entered on the damaged 
onshire roll (Rot. Pip. 31 Hen. I., p. 57) in connexion — 
ith 34 ‘shillings, which proves that he held a consider- — 
ale The fief of 2 Odo AEE ‘Gamelin” eS, assessed a 
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THE ORIGIN OF THE ‘NEVILLES” 


Tt is difficult to believe that so interesting a genealogical. i 
question as the origin of this famous house should have, Bees 
remained as yet undetermined. I have shewn above (p. 
os A100) that we can identify in Domesday Gilbert and Ralp 
de Neville, the earliest bearers of the name in England, » 
as knightly tenants of the Abbot of Peterborough ; but th 
existing house, as is well known, descends from them only 
through a female. It is at its origin in the male line that 
I here glance... The innumerable quarters in which, un 
_ fortunately, information of this kind has been publi: 
makes it impossible for me to say whether I have be 
forestalled. So far, however, as I can find at Rake two 
different versions are in the field. . =" 

ia First, there is Dugdale’s view that Robert fitz, Maldred, 

a their founder, was “son of Dolfin, son. of Earl Gospatric, : 
son of Maldred fitz Crinan by Algitha daughter of Uch-_ 
 tred, Earl of Northumberland, who was son-in-law to King | 
“Ethelred.” This was, apparently, Mr. Shirley’s view, on 

in his Noble and Gentle Men of England he derives the 
Nevilles from “ Gospatric, the Saxon Earl of Northumber-_ < 
land,” though he makes Robert fitz Maldred . his great 
grandson, as Rowland had done in his work on the House — 
of Nevill (1830), by placing Maldred between Dolfin and © 
_ Robert fitz Maldred. Even that sceptical genealogist, Mr. 
Foster, admitted in his peerage their descent from ‘this — 
_Earl Gospatric. The immediate ancestry, however, of their ‘ 
founder, Robert fitz Maldred, can Pe Piora and is ee 
follows :— a 


pe iitz Uchtred, ( Rs, 
received “ Staindropshire ” : ag 
ee ; ~ from the Prior of Durham, 

nee atae -(Feod. Prior. Dun. 56,140.) © 


eR F |. ss ~ 
| Meldred - Patrick 
~ae: fitzDolfin, - fitzDolfin. 
a (FP. D. 53) 100, 140) | ; (F.P.D. 100.) 
ee oe d. BIOS ca ge on 


‘ «2, 


Be no apesabel == mover? , Pe 3g. eu 'Gilbett 
de Neville. | fitzMeldred fitzMeldred. 
Ge vipa sol Raby. CEP SDiss3,,54.)2 
yee _ Geoffrey — Lr ; - “ 
a de Neville. 


Beieaniond’s Noble British Familes (1842) set out a new 
rigin for the family without any hesitation, and this was_ 
ze adopted by the Duchess of Cleveland, whose elaborate work 
on the Battle Abbey Roll has much excellent genealogy: 
Their patriarch Dolfin was now made the son of that 
_ Uchtred, who was a grandson and namesake of Dhedelee 
_ Earl Uchtred, temp. King Aéthelred. A chart Ree is” 
eq! ired to show the descent of the earls :— Say 
(iy bat 2 a) =o) 
Uchtred, | 


slain 1016. 
af | ea 
ae Earl Earl. Gospatric — Ealdgyth, shor 
| ‘Ealdred ~~ Eadwulf) °» “mar: Maldréed >, =a 
; fitzCrinan. ‘als 


ae 


Bee Earl  — Ucurrep. Earl 
iets aaa Osulf ae Gospatric. 
Eadwulf, Dolfin Waltheof. Cospatric. 
ORs,” of Carlisle, of Dunbar. 
living 1080. 1092. 
given for the identity of 


- this Uehired with Uchtred, father or Delt and ee as 
“sumption of that identity involves the conclusion. 
eal 7 Rus,” who took the lead in 1 the murder of 


- drop in 1131, and uncle toa man whe died in fey or ‘1196 
We cannot therefore accept this descent as it stands, 
carry the pedigree at present beyond Dolfin fitz Uch 
(1131). But as this Dolfin, when doing homage to th 
_ Prior of Durham for Staindrop, reserved his homage to th 
_ kings of England and of Scotland, as well as the Bishop o 
2 Durham, he was, no doubt, a man of consequence, and wa 
_ probably of High Northumbrian birth. It may be w« th 
_ throwing out, as a hint, the suggestion that his fat 
Uchtred might have been identical with Uchtred, son o: 
- Ligulf, that great Northumbrian thegn who was slain at 
Durham in 1080. But this is only a guess. One cannot, — 
in fact, be too careful, as I have shown in my two papers _ 
on “Odard of Carlisle ” and “Odard the Sheriff,”) in iden 
fying two individuals of the same Christian names, whe 
oe these northern districts, the- “names in question 
so widely borne. The Whitby cartularly, for instance, 
proves that Thomas de Hastings was (maternal) grandson 
, ee, Alan, son of Thorphin “de Alverstain,” son of Uchtred << 
_ (son of Cospatric), which Uchtred gave the Church of Crosby 
_ Ravensworth to the abbey in the time, it would” seem, of © xe 
_ William Ruffus. But who Cospatric, his father, was has hee 
“not been clearly ascertained. The skilled genealogists of — 
the north may be able to decide these points, and to tell us” : 
_ the true- descent of “ Dolfin, the son of Uchtred.”? : 


1 Genealogist, N. S., v. 25-8; viii. 200, 
_ 
* 
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e THE ALLEGED INVASION OF . 
ite ENGLAND IN 1147 Sie saga 
HEN Mr. Richard Howlett, in the preface to. his 

edition of the Gesta Stephani for the Rolls series, 
es announced that we were indebted to its “careful author” 
Sea ‘for the knowledge of an invasion of England by Haney 
_ FitzEmpress in 1147, “ynrecorded by any other chroni- 
>-cler,” and endeavoured at considerable length to establish vas 
this proposition,’ it was received, from all that I can learn, — 
with general incredulity: . As however, in the volume 
~which he has since edited, he. reiterates his belief in this 
alleged invasion,” it becomes necessary to examine in detail 
the evidence for a discovery so authoritatively announced — 
in the pages of the Rolls series. | 
The accepted view of Henry’s movements has hitherto : 
‘been that, by his father’s permission, in the autumn of 
1142 he accompanied the Earl of Gloucester to England ; 
that he remained there about four years; that, by his | 
father’s wish, at the end of 1146 or beginning of 1147 he : 
returned from England ; that he then spent two years and — 
- four months over sea; that in the spring of 1149 he again 
came to England, and was knighted at Carlisle by the | 
king of Scots on 22nd May. As to the above long visit, 
commencing in 1142, Gervase of Canterbury is our chief 
authority, but the other chroniclers (omitting for the pre- 
sent the Gesta Stephant) harmonise well with his account. — 


Stephen, Henry IL, , Richard Me vol. iii. 


‘ 1 Chrouicles, Pp. XVie-X.X, 130 ae 
7 Tb. vol. iv. PP- Xxi-XXxll.- 
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An Alleged Invasion ( 1147) — : 


ay; 


Gervase and Robert of Torigni alike mention but o 
arrival of Henry (1142) and one departure (1146 or II 
thus distinctly implying there was then only one visit- 
namely, that visit which Gervase tells us lasted four year. 
The only slight discrepancy between Gervase and Rober 
is found in the date of Henry’s departure. Robert pla 
that event under 1147, and mentions that Henry visited 
__ Bec 29th May in that year. There is also, Mr. Howlett has 
pointed out, charter evidence implying that Henry was” 
_ back in Normandy in March or April. Now Gervase says 
ae distinctly that he was away from England two yea 
_ and four months. The chroniclers, Gervase included, say 
that he ‘ssturned to England in the middle of May, I 149m 
Counting back the two years and four months, this would | es 
bring us to January, 1147, as the date of his departure from 
England. But there is a charter of his to Salisbury Cats 
thedral, tested, as Mr. Howlett observes, at Devizes, 13th 
April, 1149. If this evidence be trustworthy, 
us back to December, 1146, instead of January, 1147, It 
is easy to see how Gervase may have included in 1146, _ 
and Robert in 1147, an event which appears to have taken 
4 place about the end of the one or the beginning of the a 
‘year. . SRR 
Much has been made of the alleged circumstance that: 
Gervase assigned the Earl of _Gloucester’s death to 1146, ats 
whereas he is known to have died in 1147, But reference 
to his text will show that he does nothing of the kind. 
Writing of Henry’s departure at the close of 1146, he tells 
_us that the earl was destined never to see him again, for 
he died in November [#.e. November, 1147}: “He is heres 
obviously anticipating. 
Such being the evidence on which is ba 
view of Henry’s movements, let us now t 
Stephani. Though Mr. Howlett’s knowled 
- is great and quite exceptional, I cannot 
he has been led astray ; 
ing chronicle. Miss Norgate sensibly observes that « 


sed the accepted 
urn to the Gesta | 


there 
“<i ea 


ist be something wrong in the story” as actually pre- 
rved in the Gesza, but Mr. Howlett, unwilling to admit 
possibility of error in his chronicle, boldly asserts that 
“romantic account”! of Henry’s adventures which it 
contains does not refer to his visit in 1149, but toa hither- 


1e only objection in accepting this story is found in the 
; fact. that Henry was but just fourteen at the time® But 
-. this is not so. Putting aside this objection, as also the 
snce of o 
cal difficulty. How is the alleged visit to be fitted in? Its 


jand as an invader, neither his alleged going or coming 


second return to Normandy (after the alleged invasion) the 


returning at all. Sur 
- than that Henry should rus 


this at a time when hi 
it was prosperous o” cr the sea. | 
- - The evidence of the Gesta Stephani would have, indeed, 
to be beyond question if we are to accept, on its sole 
authority, so improbable a story. . 
evidence amount to? The Gesta, unlike other chronicles, 
ou not being arranged chronologically under years, the only 
definite note of time here afforded in its text is found in the 
, «Consuluit [Henricus] et avunculum (ste) Glaor- 
ipse suis sacculis avide incumbens, rebus 
6 


passage, 
nize comitem, sed 
By) tantum sibi necessariis occurrere maluit. 
. ® England under the Angevin Kings, \. 377- 


4 Tbid. — We 
6 The invasion of England by Henry in 1147, when he was but a 
‘poy of fourteen, 4 piece of history which has hitherto been rejected 
solely on the ground of improbability.”—Preface (ut supra), P. XXl- 


 § Gesta (ed. Howlett), p. 131. 


to unknown invasion in 1147. He appears to imagine that — 


ther chroniclers, there remains the chronologi- — 


5 being recorded by any chronicler. Then he assigns to his 


only passages in Gervase and Robert which speak of his. 
ely nothing could be more improbable 
pe h back to England just, after hey 
had left it, and had returned to his victorious father, anand 
. 5 cause seemed as hopeless there as y 


‘inventor, who suggests “ about April, 1147,” for its date; itm 
must first take Henry back to Normandy (why or when he ~ 
does not even suggest) and then bring him back to Eng- 
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494 == An Alleged Invasion (1147) _ 
_ As Earl Robert is known to have died in the | 
1147, the word avunculus does, undoubtedly, fix” . 
events as prior to that date. But is not avunculus a slip 
of the writer for cognatus? Is not the reference to 
_ Wiliam rather than to his father, Earl Robert?” Such a 
slip is no mere conjecture ; the statement that Earl Rober 
was too avaricious to assist his beloved nephew in his hot 
of need is not only absolutely contrary to all that we know 
of his character, but is virtually discredited by the Ges: 
__ itself when its author tells us, further on— ws 


~ Comes deinde Glaornize ut erat regis adversariorum strenuissim 
et ad magna quevis struenda paratissimus, iterum atque iterum 
exercitum comparare, jugi hortaminis et admonitionis sti 
~ complices SuOS incitayit ; illos minis, istos promissis sibi et pre 
conjugare ; quatinus omnes in unam concordiam, in unum ani, 

_ conspirati, exercitum e diverso ad idem velle repararent, et collec 
undecumque agminibus, vive et constanter in regem insurgerent.8 


How can such language as this be reconciled with 


statement as to Earl Robert’s apathy at the very ti 
_ when Henry’s efforts offered him a unique ni 
_ pursuing his war against the king? Mr. Ho 
attempt to meet, or even notice, this objection. 

when the Gesta proceeds to describe Earl William o 
Gloucester as devoted to his own pleasures ratl 
_-war,® we see that the conduct so. incredible i 
would in him be what we might expect. 
I will not follow Mr. Howlett in his lengthy argu 


her than to 
n his father 

eens 
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"There is a precisely similar slip, by John of Salisbur 
> Pontificalis (Pertz, xx, 532), where the “ Duke” of N Ormandy is referred 
to in 1148 as “qui modo rex est” (2. Henry). Mr. Howlett himself has 
--~pointed out (Academy, 12th Nov., 1887) that the author “slipped in the 

words ‘qui modo rex est,’ and thus transferred toyHenry a narrative. 

_ which assuredly relates to his father.” The slip in question as h 
observed, had sadly misled Miss Norate i eee 

_® Gesta (Ed. Howlett), p. 134. Star 


®“Successit in comitatum suum Willelmus filius suus, | 
_ tate, sed vir mollis, et thalamorum magis quam mili 
_. (Gesta, Ed. Howlett, p. 134). ; ; ; 


Sr 
y, in the Historia =< 
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A Story Based on an Error 
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ive to the knighting of Eustace and Henry, because he _ 
imself admits that it is ‘based only on conjecture.” It 
is sufficient to observe that if the “romantic” narrative in — 
the Gesta refers to the events of 1149," then the knighting 
of Eustace, which. is a pendant to that narrative, belongs, 
the other chroniclers assert, to 1149. The statement, I 
- add, that Henry applied for help to his mother, by no 
ns involves, as Mr. Howlett assumes, her presence in 
land at the time. nes 
would suggest, then, that the whole hypothesis of this 


n the Gesta. Mr. Howlett, indeed, claims that “medieval 
history would simply disappear if the evidence of chroni- 
-clers were to be treated in this way,” and detects “among ~ aa ; 
some modern writers a tendency to incautious rejection” 

‘e8 _ But he himself goes out of his way to denounce, | 
this connexion, as a “blundering interpolation” a pas- 
sage in John of Hexham, which he assigns to notes being 
arelessly misplaced” and “ignorantly miscopied.”* The 


as 
* 


broken narrative and vagueness as to dates render its 
ronology a matter of difficulty; and the circumstance 


at the passage in dispute occurs towards its close renders 


Mr. Howlett incidentally claims that knighthood was a necessary 
reliminary to comital rank, and appeals to the fact that the younger 
ol lenry was even carefully knighted before his coronation (Gesta, p. xxii.). 

But what has he to say to the knighting of Earl Richard of Clare by 
enry VI., and more especially to the knighting of Malcolm, already 
rl of Huntingdon and king of Scots, by Henry II., in 1159? (Robert 
of Torignt, p. 203). 4 ; ake 3 
- Mr, Howlett asserts (Gesta, p. 130, note) that “when Henry made 
his: better known visit in 1149 his acts were’ quite different” from those 

‘recorded in the Gesta. But if, as he himself admits, in 1149 Henry 

visited Devizes on his way to Carlisle, what more natural than that he 
hould pass by Cricklade and Bourton (the two places mentioned in the 

fa), which lay directly on his road? a : 
12 Preface to Gesta, p. Xx. — 


48 Preface to Robert of Torigni, p. xxii. 
 -MPreface to Gesta (ud supra), p. xvi. 


rity mes to test it, as we Sead wich by 
later portions. The weakness ~ of Mr. Howlett’s. 
_ shown by his desperate appeal to “ the exact pri 
set by Fulk Nerra, and no talk about the contrast pres 
Se “physical science’ 4cands that. »“ eeten 
human inconsistencies which we term history” can Ju ify . 
the inclusion | of this alleged invasion” as a fact. 


HE ALLEGED DEBATE ON DANE. 
: GELD ae 


e ae which forms our best evidence is found in 3 
's Life of St. Thomas, and its relative portion is as” 


arly Plantagenets, pp. 69, 70. So, too, Miss Norgate: “It seems, S : 
fore, that for the first time in English history since the Norman 


nands of the crown was asserted in the Council of Woodstock, and 
rted with such success that the king was obliged not merely to aban- 
is cape ot to obliterate the last trace of the tradition on which 


a a. 


98 a7, The Alleged Debate on ee / 


bus propriis associare. Cai re ee in vee A i 

non debere eos exigi pro reditibus, “nec pro reditu,” inquit, ' 
mus €o0s, domine rex, salvo ‘beneplacito vestro: sed si digne | nobis 

_servierint vicecomites, et servientes a: ministri ase r 


um.” 
- oculos Dei,” 
= = tur.” 


5 On this ee Stubbs thus comments —o- 


A tax so described can ene have been anything else than the 
inca: which was an impost of two shillings on the hide, and jas 
collected by the sheriffs, being possibly compounded for at a certain — 
rate and paid by them into the exchequer. As the danegeld from 
this very year 116 3 ceases to appear as a distinct item of account 
the Pipe Rolls, it is impossible to avoid connecting the two ideas, 
even if we may not identify them. Whether the king’s 0 
making this proposition was to collect the danegeld in full amoun 
_ putting an end to the nominal assessment which had so long beenin — 

_ use, and so depriving the sheriffs of such profits as they made from 
it, or whether he had some other end in view, it is impossible nc 
to determine; and consequently it is difficult to understand | 
"position taken by the archbishop.” . 


The attempt to identify the payment” in yee swith 6 , 
~ danegeld does indeed lead to the greatest possible difficu : 
ties, and Miss Norgate, who follows. closely in Dr. Stubbs’ 
footsteps, is no more successful in answering them ;° for, e 
the first place, the words of Grim do not apply to the dan e- 
geld if taken in their natural sense; and in the sec ie 
the proceeds of the danegeld were already royal revenu 


ey ‘Hist. i. 462; so, too, Early Plantagenets, pp. 68- “705 ay 
Select Charters, p. 29, where it is described as 
appropriate the sheriffs’ share of danegeld. % 

® Angevin see ii. 15, 16. 


“ Henry’s Sosa 


was not GC Compornded for ; 


nd \ were eaaly paid i in, as nice at the exche equer. To es 


Sepals fh the sherifis paid a fixed composition and retained. 
opis as mages for their services (etc.).& 


- So, too, atte Norgate urges that the danegeld “still occa-_ 
sional made its SGT ane in we treasury rolls, but in 


anes it. in full, paid net a fixed composition to the 
nm, and kept Bae ‘greater part as a remuneration for 
own services.” Now this a See Yaises the 


‘that. “the fee csaid was a very fingiputac ae eer 
ably because it was the plea on which the sheriffs made 
- their greatest profit . . having become in the long ie 
“ lapse of years a mere sapien paid by the sheriff to 
exchequer, while the balance of the whole sums exacted 

n that account went to ‘swell his own income.” ® ae 
_ As against this view I venture to hold that the dahebels = 
in no way compounded for, but that every penny _ 
ed le its agency was due to the royal gear cans : 


moe Comeeee aeceetneee 
F this auntie according to the late Mr. Eyton, who had | 
vestigated it with his usual painstaking labour, and — 
collated it with the geld-rolls of two years before, was 
a out 2,300 hides.” This assessment would produce, at 


Be wo shilllings on the hide, about £230. Dow. the actual 
baz 


pS ‘ Early Plantagenets, p. . 69. 


But the Auctor Anonymus makes it clear that the king was not 
for the balance of the sums raised, but for the entirety: “duo 
Pe ee Sl In unum conferuntur immensum efficere possunt 


“8 Stubbs, Const. Hist, i 381, 582. 
_ ' Dorset Domesday, p. 144. 


9 ata it is vee ae 
oe ae the sheriff here. 


: Lae fluctuating, honeys Rig mos as, ae h 
_ were bound to do, the Domesday assessment re 
unchanged.” I can therefore find no ground for the a 
discrepancy between the amounts accounted for by the 
sheriffs and those which the assessment ought to hay 
. Produced. sey <oey . ies 
_ This being so, ne solitary. Ex hart cape 
eae action falls to the ground, eae it pernte cle 


Seca, as the Emad pie a could not! increase “HIS amo 
it produced already. As a matter of fact, the last occasion 
on which danegeld co xomine was levied was in 1162, bu is 
to, connect thas circumstance with the SWoorstonk ats 


_ more el ecalls as™ Te danegeld was not in dispute still 
_ less its abolition. On the. settee Vie ae desher= 
keep things as they were. 
ous payment but the ite San bepon ns or “s 

aid? Garnier distinctly. states that this is what. it 


~ 


* Thus accounted for (Rot Pit 8 Hen. II.) :— © 3 
4 Ss. 
Paldvine << Uee e 141, Io 50" 
Paid out previously 63 0 0 
Allowed for remissions . _ oa ae 20 1 2 
Balancedue .  .- 22 13 10° 
Rn higy 35S ee 
N.B. The roll sums up the remissions as £21 [sic] 1s. 2d. but th 
total of the items is L2onlon 20. ‘1s ] Pipes. 4 aes 


_* Oxfordshire, for instance, where the: amounts were £239 ae 
£249 6s. 5a., L242 os. 10d. ; or Wiltshire, where they run £388 
£389 135. £388 118, 11d. 


0 1) Aide al Vescunte, as quoted by Miss Norgate, who observes th e- 


wie 


“ Auxilium Vicecomttis” 


ke 


To institutional students of the twelfth and 
ieenth centuries the aurilium vicecomttis is familiar 

ough. It was, writes Dr. “Stubbs, a “ payment made to — 
e sheriff for his services,’" and was, it may be added, a 

ustomary charge, varying in amount, ™ paid over locally — 

to the sheriffs. It may fairly be said to have stood to the 

_ danegeld in the relation of rates to taxes. 

On this hypothesis the difficulties of the case ane at. 

once, and Cans opie is made ee To add this She 


— aaa areas taxation. As i the sheriffs dnd 
3 the districts beneath their sway, they were pose tor 


mics for as thought Seats itself that Hee was ss 
attempting to reverse the process that we have lately 
witnessed, by relieving the taxes at the expense of the 
rates, instead of the rates at the expense of the taxes. 
. - Whether, therefore, the attitude of the primate can be | 
described as “opposition to the king’s will in the matter of — 
- taxation} is perhaps just open to question. He took his 
ae stand on the sure ground of existing “custom,” recognised= 
; at that time as binding on all.“ One is tempted to discern _ 


on, “This payment, although described as customary rather than legal, 


and ealled the ‘sheriffs’ aid,’ seems really to have been nothing else 
than the danegeld. ie ts His (Garnier’ s) story points gue to hak 
_ danegeld. 7 : ‘ 
1 Const. Hist, i. 382. 
12Jn this detail alone Grim appears to have confused it with the uni- 
form two shilling rate of the danegeld. The record in the 7esta de 
Nevill (pp. 85, 86) of the “auxilium vicecomitis,” due from the Vills in 
the ‘Wapentake of Framelund (Leic.), illustrates well the payment. 
ay a 18 Thus the statement that he “declared at Woodstock that the lands 
: of his church should not. pay a penny to the danegeld” (Const. Hist., is 
S78) misrepresents his position by making him repudiate his undoubted 


a 


; earci avitae me oe as obviously binding on: so” rigid a 
a ee acre pacist as the primate.“* 


= 


“This and the preceding acd succeeding papers are reprinted from 
the Eng. Hist. Review, 


ae A GLIMPSE OF THE YOUNG KINGS 
COURT (1170) 


‘HE phates given below is cited by Madox as cvidence 

that in the days of Henry II. the exchequer was still 
metimes holden in other places” than Westminster. 
ntrary to his usual practice, he does not print the 
harter ; 3. 80, peeing: to ascertain what light it might: 


j fe cisieat: enrolment? Finding that its evidence ence 
prove of some historical value, I decided to edit it for the 
use of students.’ 


Willelmus comes de Essex’ omnibus hominibus % amicis suis, _ 

ancis % Anglis, clericis %t laicis, tam futuris quam presentibus, — 
utem. Sciatis me dedisse % concessisse % hac carta mea confir- 
‘masse Rogero filio Ricardi % suis heredibus villam de Aynho cum 
~ omnibus pertinen [ciis] in escambio pro Cunctonia hereditarie tenen-— 

dam de me ‘% heredibus meis sibi ‘t heredibus suis per serviclum 
unius militis % dimidii, libere et -quiete % honorifice sicut unquam — 
antecessores mei Tiberius its honorificencius eam tenuerunt t 
“habuerunt ; scilicet i in bosco % in plano, in pratis et pascuis, in viis. 
& semitis, in aquis, 5 molendinis, % in omnibus predicte ville 
“ee adjacentibus. Et insuper dedi t concessi predicto Rogero filio 
Ricardi terram de Wlauynton’ quam pater meus comes Gal|fridus] 
_dedit Willelmo de Moretonio, per servicium michi faciendum quod — 


3 Se Madox gives a misleading reference. The charter occurs among the 
‘Clavering enrolments of m. 17 (not 19) of the L.T.R. Memoranda of the 
Exchequer, | ‘containing the Michaelmas communia of 5 Ed. II. 


Sas! 


- 4Mr, Hubert Hall, of the Public Record DiieEs kindly undertook to 
transcribe the chetes for me. 


ey ie edad 


Le ie" 


ve he Young K rmg's Court ts I 70) . 


_ predictus Willelmus patri meo facere debuit, hereditarie te 
_ [sec] de me % heredibus meis, illi t heredibus suis. Quare ' 
_. firmiter precipio quod ista donacio rata % inconcussa permane 
Et notum sit omnibus quod istud eschambium factum fuit ap 
_ Wynconiam [sc] ad Scaccarium coram domino Rege Henrico 
_ regis Henrici Secundi t Baronibus suis. Tes‘te [stc] Reg’ co 
Bac’* de Luc[i], Willelmo de Sancto Johanne, Galfrido Arch: 
cono Cantuar’, Ricardo Archidiacono Pick[tavensi], Hunfrido 
Buh[un] constant[e], Manser’ Biset dapfifero], Gilberto Male! 
_ dapfifero], Hugone de Gundyil[la], Alano de Nevill[a], Thon 
- Basset, Willelmo filio Audel[ini], Johanne Mereschal, Roberto. 
_ Bussone, Johanne const[abulario] Cestr[iae], Ranulpho de GI. 
_ Gaufrido de Say, Gerard de Kanvill[a], Oseberto filio Ricardi, D: 
_de Jarpenvilla, Ricardo filio Hugonis, Johanne Burd, Willelmo filio _ 
_ Gillfeberti], Roberto de Sancto Claro, Johanne de Roch, Hasculfo | 
Capellano, Henrico clerico, Roberto clerico, qui hanc cartam scripsit, 
% multis aliis. ee ee Sea 


The purpose of the charter is soon disposed of; it recor 
a grant by the Earl of Essex to Roger fitz Richard (wh 
_ had married the earl’s aunt “Alice of Essex — of Ayn 
Northants, in “exchange for Compton, co. Warwick. Bot 
Manors were in the Mandeville fief, and the former was t 
____be held, as the latter had been (in 1166°), “per servicium — 
-_-unius militis et dimidii,” : 5 ee 
. The interest of the document is to be sought in its — 
_ witnesses, and its place of ‘testing, and above all in the 
_ date which, I hope to show, they suggest. The mention 
of the two inseparable archdeacons proves that this date 
~~ cannot be later than 1174, and consequently, as the young — 
king was present, must have been ‘previous to his revolt — 
in 1173, and therefore to his departure from Englanc 
about the close of 1172. On the other hand, the date must - 
be subsequent to June, 1170, when the young king wa . 


: , 
*Read Riclardo]. ; 4 Read constab[ulo}. 3 
“See my paper on “ Who was Alice of Essex?” in the Essex Arch. 
Transactions. gre Sal 
_ ®“Rogerus filius Ricardi i. militem et tres partes unius militis. — 
Probably the quarter fee was a separate holding. Sie aE, ola 


2 re Ate II ei at which ‘the Bean of aoa 
vas | present. 


Thus we obtain a limit of date. Within this limit we — 
ay exclude the young - Said stay in Ae ae after the 


‘in “Teeland, for William fitz Aldelin was in ican * 
Indeed, we are told by Giraldus (v. 286) that 

8 king left Ireland (April, 1172) William was left _ 
id in charge of Wexford.’ As the young king then _ 
ees his father over sea, the only pero remain-— 


. (present 0 on ‘that occasion.® 
aga if we turn to the other possible period, the tatters 


iient Spader circumstances of peculiar interest, with the: 
ang os at Winchester. 


If, then, our Peres belongs to thist 


his own 1 pages chow? 


_ 1 Humphrey de Buhun also ee Hugh de Gundeville were left bebind: 
at Waterford. 

-8 Foss (Judges of England, i. 235) states positively that en de 
Metundevilte did not leave Ireland till 1173, at the time of the rebellion. ~ 
This, if true, would dispose at once of an 1172 date for our charter ; but, 
exes uaately, he does not give his authority, and I have not succeeded 


m8: Court, ire of Henry II, pp. 147, 154. The Archdeacon of Canter- 
y attests the Chinon charter, which Mr. Eyton “ safely ” elie to 


period, its avian is SoponGnaely valuable. 
that we know of the movements of the young kine oe 
time is that he was at Westminster on 5th me is 
that he kept his Christmas at Winchester. 
- book must here be used with great caution. De 
misled by R. de Diceto (i. 342)” into the statement that 
Henry was at Woodstock when Becket sought » to visit I 
in December ; and adds—by a confusion, it would Seer 
with his October movements—“The young king is 
Windsor” (4th Dec."). Henry was neither at Woodst 
nor Windsor at this time, but at Winchester. 
_ biographers are unanimous in stating that he sent 
envoy before him to the young king at Winchester. 
Landing on 1st December, and entering Canterbury 3 
acer: the primate (says William fitz Stephen), “post octo 
_dierum moram in sede,’" sent Richard, prior of D ver 
(who was destined to be his own successor), to the y un 
2 _ king to ask permission to visit him shin ae rezone 
_ dominum suum.” 
an Sconce <a 
“The. purpose of this special assembly was ‘connected. wi 
the scheme for an irregular election to the vacant sees, a 


Rok was to send over." _ Prior Richard was confronted 
the middle of October, 1170, adding that he had “ etpanent been 
the king ever since the peace of Fréteval” (22nd July). But he is kr 
to have been with the young king at Westminster on 5th Octobe 
indeed Mr. Eyton elsewhere observes (p, 151). f 

_ ™ Becket, he says, visited London on his way, “ad videntiet f 
novi regis, qui tunc temporis morabatur apud Wdestoc Milsie)seac 
4 “Court of King Henry the Younger” (Eyton, pp. I51- Qt se 
Materials, p. 121. William of Canterbury places Richard's cers 
“post aliquot dies reditus sui” (¢-i,..106). m= 
8 Ib., i. 106; so Garnier (p. 166, Ed. Hippeau)— 
_- “Le juefne Rei aveit a Wincestre trové, 
La érent del pais li barun assemblé.” 
M 7b, i, 106; so Garnier— 
“Pur c’ érent assemblé cele genz 4 cel jur, 
Et li prince et li cunte et des baruns plusur.” 


ies: was at Renate Maas to cross. The 
for their movements, to William Fitz Stephen, we learn 
while on their way to cross from a Kentish port, the 
archdeacons, on oe ‘the oe learnt: that the 


w y thither ey must fees visited sie yonne king ato 
B Winchester. This is admitted in the case of Geoffrey, 
went there, says Becket, to lay before him the com- — 
t of the excommunicated bishops. 

I believe that our charter belongs to this occasion, whee 
‘two attesting archdeacons were at Winchester. Reg? 
doubt is Earl Reginald of Cornwall, who was certainly xs 
esent at the same time” and who is probably referred 
in ae cunte” of Garnier. This will establish the 
sence Of the others, Richard 


«Oui de portu Bighasaane transfretaturi erant” A 111). Geoffrey 
sent back a scornful reply (see also Garnier) expressing his wonder that 
he young king could think of meeting a man who meant to disinherit — 
_ This statement agrees with eee e own complaint ere 406) that — 


1 Ul. 120. “Duo eliaccn ei ciess Eiri wiy, ean venerant, 
regem illac transfretaturi. Audito autem quod archiepiscopus ap- 
pulsus Cantuariae esset, lora statim diverterunt, ad occidentales maris 
Te pectenies:: This convicts Mr. Eyton of error in asserting that 


Edna Biaiecser Bisset were eae as Soca: of t! 
hold; John, constable of Chester, was (then or aft 
son-in-law to the grantee’s wife, and Geoffrey de § 
the son of the earl’s aunt; Osbert Fitz Richard an 
de Jarpenville (probably | John de Rochelle als 
- among the earl’s feudal tenants and are found 
another of his charters; and Hasculf was the ent 
“chaplain who had plotted to carry | off the late ear 


and present it to the nuns of Chicksand. The only | 


_ whose presence need puzzle us is the Earl of Essex 
self; for William fitz Stephen? asserts that he 
_ despatched from Henry's. court after the arrival t 
of the excommunicated nace and the sees 1 
‘Poitou. it 
to aWinichestee or he must Gnee been absent ‘when 
_ transaction was recorded. 


to Memorials iil. 127, B 


THE FIRST KNOWN FINE (ioye) 


hs masterly introduction to Select Pleas of the aon 

Professor Maitland, with his usual skill, discusses the | 
olution of the Girid Regis and the elation of the 
al to the itinerant courts. An appendix to this intro- 
duction is devoted tO ay fines ot and the conclusion 


Reg mee evidence seems to point to the year 1178 a is 
Beroie just, that is, to the time when King Henry — 
‘remodelling the Curia Regis; thenceforward we have 
es es a eee continuous series of fines” (p. xxvii.). 
Pee: he traces the 


 Raduif = apni Havel et aliis justiciariis demi re qui sige 
i tune aderant, inter Rogerum filium Willelmi et Robertum a 
Trunket de terra de Ragl’ unde placitum fuit inter eos in curia 
-domini Regis. Scilicet quod predictus Wibertus Trunket clamavit 
quietam predicto Rogero terram illam de Ragl’ et (sc) feud{um] et 
hereditatem suam et totum jus suum quod in predicta- terra 


oh, Vol. iL (Selden Society). may 
36 ‘Reg. ” MS, The earl died ist July, 1175. This fine further com-— 
ms the accuracy of the Gesta Henrici (see Eyton, p. 192). 


- argent et predictus ana dedit truchet unum anulum agente 


cum cural. poh 7 es se 


The transcript of this fine is immediately ‘toliowsae 
a royal charter confirming it, and establishing Roger | 
~ possession : — x 
H. dei gratia...  Sciatis me concessisse et presenti c 
“confirmasse finem que factus fuit in curia mea antes he Bessy 


caer de cujus feodo terra ‘ila ‘est. See Le ide: eH et 
firmiter precipio. ... Test. Willelmo Aatieljis Willelmo 
Radulfi, Willelmo Basset, Berteram de Maes Gaufrido Salvagio 
Apad Evesham. eet 


among the pees ‘visited bye the tages in. 1175, but 

him visit Feckenham about October (p. 196). 

learn from the above fine that Henry was at Pyeanr on — 

July 20, Mr. Eyton’s conclusions must be reconsi 

Henry, according to him, was at Woodstock July 8 | 

at Nottingham August 1. Now this latter date is deri 

from a Nottingham charter (p. 193), among the wi 
to which are William fitz Audelin “ Dapifer,” WwW 
Basset, and William fitz Ralf, the very three ju 

_ before whom our fine had been levied at Evesham on 

2oth. I hold, therefore, that Henry proceeded (possit 

through Lichfield, as Mr. Eyton asserts) from Woodstoc 

2 Nottingham wa Evesham ; and, further, that ‘he_ _visit 


a not, as Mr. Eyton soe in <Geehee Wie 
accordingly that of the Feckenham charters quoted by. 

_ writer (p. 196), one is witnessed by all three of our o 
William fitz Audelin “ Depies 


ee ne a te Statetdshive there were ee held in that 
try which are eae to have been held by William fitz ave 


appear to cha visited York while the king was there), con- — 
‘the following (in regard to a different kind of judicature tha 
that at which the two justiciars presided), and. which probably took _ 
place in a court of which the king in person was president : eo 
: Placita et conventiones per Willelmum filius Radulfi, Bertr am de - 
don, et Willelmum Basset, in curia Regis.” These Placita were — 
rently nothing more than fines with the crown (p. 194). 


oo 


00, p RS found that at _Sortiemptoy 7: 


My own evidence proves that ee same three justiciars 
had been with him, earlier in the summer, in his sre 


ee with whose Basstence Be held plea, just as, a 
generation later, John, in his ninth year, “was journeying 
about the country with three judges in his train—Simon 
Pateshull, Potterne, and Pont Audemer.’* While he was 

sing this, as Eyton has shown, two great eyres were going 
throughout the country, one of them conducted by 


ee Maitland’s Select OTe of the Crown, I. xv. 


aantlt - Giadnille and Hugh | ee Cressi It is eee 01 

that all these four are found, with William fitz Au 
‘among the witnesses to a royal charter. assigned by 
Eyton—trightly no doubt—to the king’s stay at York ( 

1oth Aug., 1175), as they also are among the witnesses 

the Nottingham charter mentioned above (p. 510), assig 

by Eyton to August rst. The latter, therefore, brings to- — 
_ gether the king’s own party of three or four justices: with 
the four justices in eyre. 

The great importance of this son iter consists. in 
kee on the evolution of the curia regis. The years — 
1175 and 1176 from a critical epoch in this instituti 
development. Dr. Stubbs, writing on this subject, remi 
us that. “the first placita curie regis mentioned by Ma 
are in 1175” (i. 600), and speaks of the “two circuits 
the justices in 1175, and the six circuits of the judges” 
1176 ” (i6.). So far, indeed, all is clear. The two judic 
-eyres of 1175 are known to us from the Pipe-Rolls thes 


z - settled by the AkeiG of Northampton - in peers af th 5 
year (i. 484-5). The really difficult subject is the king’ 
own zfer, for which, we have seen, there is clear _ erideices 
but of which Dr. Stubbs, working from Madox, seems 
have been unaware. His words are :— 


All the eighteen justices of 1176 were officers of the . Recheqie 
some of them are found in 1175 holding “placita curie regis” in 
bodies of three or four judges, and not in the same combinations in 
which they took their judicial journeys. We can scarcely help the 
conclusion that the new jurisprudence was being administered by 
committees of the general body of justices, who were equally 
qualified to sit in the Curia and Exchequer, and to ioe ue the 
fiscal and judicial work of the eyre. 

[Note. For instance, in 1176, William Fitz. Ralf, Baer dan < 
Verdun, and William Basset hear pleas in Curia Regis touching — 
Bucks. and Beds. ; yet, on the eyre, these two counties are visited : 
by three other judges, ete. ]. ; : 


“and its Gntmediate” successor we ‘fd x Piacitas in 
t Regis” held by a single group of judges—William 
talf, Bertram de Verdon, and William Basset (Thomas | 
et is a substitute in one case and William fitz 
in, we have seen, ‘in another)—quite distinct from 

“ placita” of the justices in eyre, which were not 
ibed as “in curia regis.” The view, therefore, that 
w advance is that these pleas “in curia regis” were | 
by a separate group of judges in the train of the king 
self, whose z/er began at Reading, June, 1175.° It was 
C I pecliess that were > held the : datanee * for Bucks 
That 


Be, seems to be well Setlisiea and the chrendlaee 
ae of Saas 8 between the 1p eee Dallas: 


ads fine, of special eid cs 7s Phen also _ 
blishes the presence of the king in person,’ whose 
er of confirmation should be eh noted on ac- 
t of its reciting the fine. 
faving now traced the royal 7¢er, which the pleas aire 
mguished on the Pipe-Rolls as held “in curia regis, ed ‘ 
n to. the circuits of the judges. I have fortunately. 
ted, in the course of my researches, on two more fines. 
r than any known to Prof. Maitland. And, better 
ill, one of these is the original document itself. The date 
the first is July 1 and of the second June 29, 1176. The 
stices named in each case are those who are known to 
gone the circuits, in which Leicester and Oxford 


eons ‘History of the Exchequer (Ed, 1711), pp. 64, 65. 
“fies Eyton’s Itinerary, p. 191. 


34 


were Phot Rite aes The inipoceaees of 
_ documents demands that they should be paisited in @, 


I. 


Hee est finalis concordia facta apud Legr[ecestrjam proxima d 
Jovis post proximum festum apostolorum petri et pauli postqe 


domini Regis, et ceteris Baronibus qui ibi tunc aderant. Inte 
~ fridum Ridel et Bertramum de Verdun de terrra de Madeleye, 
 placitum fuit inter eos in curia Domini Regis, Videlicet quod 
_fridus — dedit Bertrammo bons de Verdun a I milit 


Gs) ‘tenet in eadem eras fC cies 


-_concessit in feodo et hereditate per servicium unius miilitis, i 
a: eee dedit predicts Galfridus Reoowens Bretamo | st 


oe Galfrido a ane ete ae ais 
_terras in Leycest’syre et in Staffordsyre dedit Galfridus Ridel et co 
cessit Bertramo et heredibus suis tenendas Ge illo et de bese 


sione Bertrammus [sic] de Werdun a totam calepabiee q ia 
habuit versus Galfridum in Madeleye quietum clamavit de illo et 
 heredibus suis Galfrido Ridel et heredibus suis.® : 


Il. 


Hec est finalis incon que facta fuit apud Oxfeneforde] 3 in cu 
Regis coram Ricardo Giffard et Rogero filio Reinfr[idi] et Johant 
de Caerdif Justitiis Regis . . . proximumy festum apostolor rum 
petri et pauli postquam dominus Rex cepit ligantiam baronum Sc tie 


7 Except that Robert fitz Bernard’s place i is taken by hens of .S: re 
8 27th October, 1175. 
® Sloane Charter xxxi, 4, No. 34. See hie Addenda, : 


Sg a a ee Ny ee eR LS yh: 


acu: inter Gananiecs Geese et Ingream et tres filias 

ilicet Gundream et Isabella et Margaretam de terre de Oxene- 
e unde placitum fuerat inter eos in curia Regis scilicet quod _ 
i a ngrea et tres Ale: sue sas laa clamaverunt predictis canonicis 


erra abel quietum ilis clamaverunt." 


ree 


de “in curia regis, while the Leicester one is not. It 
ild seem, then, that in spite of the cS neon drawn 
t first on the rolls, the pire “curia ely was already 


ie years earlier, ne valuable for comparison with 


4 meer 


Ose: which I have’ here _ discussed. We have muses a 


2942 


> ae coram me,’ and the detent ees ; 

sreover, describes itself as a “finis” between the Abbot ut 
Holme and William and Henry de Neville, brothers.” 

t the form is very different from that of the true fine, 

vy vhi ch is fully developed in our example of 1175.. hese | 

Holme “fine” may be safely assigned to March 1163- = 
la 1166,“ and as it was “made” at Westminster, it = 

ot improbably belongs to the series of proceedings there _ 

Ee BL 3163. It may fairly’ be Desewuice that if, 


Vy 


We may Fieictore Se assert, at least, that it 
Finis use between the dates of these two transactions. — 


lo Auovet ‘1175. at Cotton Charter, xi. 73 (original). —- 
8 Galba, E,, IL, fo. 314. 8 Thid., 625. 

i The witnesses to the fine and the charter confirming it included 
! Archdeacon of Poitiers and Robert Earl of Leicester. The 
gives us the limit March, 1163, and the king was not in ee Les 
ifetime of HS latter after March, ‘1166, 


The First Rabun Fai (1175) rie 


As yeh es on he evolution of he fine, the ch 
Henry IL, confirming a “finis et concordia,” and assigne 
_ by me to 1163-1170," ought to be compared with — 
Holme charter, as - indicating, perhaps, some advan 
though the close resemblance between the clauses, in th 
_ royal charters, confirming the fine points to an al 
common stage of development. moe 


ree Home. ; LEWES. 
= ae volo et firmiter precipio Et ideo volo et firmiter p 
- quod finis ille sicut coram me -cipio ut finis iste et concorc 
factus est stabilis sit, et firmiter stabilis sit et firma maneat 
et inconcusse ex. es parte inconcusse inter eos tenea 
teneatur. ; - sicut facta fuit coram me 
utrobique concessa. fe 


The part played by William fitz Audelin in the: affairs 
at this time, of Ireland, gives also some importance | to 
proof of his presence at Evesham on the 20th of July, : 

It panes us, indeed, in contact with the great « sae 


? 


of eee of that antented dochinens ser Eat 
Prof. Tout, in his. pioErep ey, of William, ae on 
contrary, oddly enough, 
1175” (sic) on this mission, but “soon left yeti Be 
appears as a witness of the treaty of Falaise in Octobe: 
1174 (sic), and in 1175 and 1176 he was constantly 
attendance at court in discharge of his duties as stew 
or seneschal.”" This confusion, however, is slight w 
compared with the statements as to William's tenure « 
* See my Ancient Charters, pp. 67-8. % 
* “Tt is acknowledged on all hands that there is no sign ‘of < 
attempt on Henry’s part to publish the letter in Ireland Rots 
‘1175. %In that year Gerald states that the latter was read. 
Waterford.” Eng. Hist. Rev., viii. 44. Ct. p- 31. - See also Ang 
Kins; al ao2-eee : so 
1 Dictionary of National ey I differ. ainaliey froma. bot 
writers, and take the view, based on record evidence, that, contrary te : 
the accepted belief, William visited Ireland some two years earlier. ‘aa 


| William Fitz Audeltn A a “517 : <e 


Z eeement ot Ireland. It is oS that he was sent 


“Miss None holds ‘that $ Sly in ste bert year 
ry found it necessary to recall him,”'8 Prof. Tout 
s his recall in 1179, consequent on complaints against = 
ey ae king in eg of at ag _ Without under-— ‘, 


tai nie to England by aye 1177,—for he is proved 
Eecparters to have attended the Oxford ua of that 


acy, but Bhteasted oie as ere ates with Wexford. 
We have only to assume that Gerald, by mistake, assigns _ 
to 1172 his Wexford appointment, which really belonged _ - 
1177 (Prof. Tout thinks this probable), and then the rag 
ution I suggest satisfies all the requirements. 
‘William Fitz-Audelin, I may add, has been Scauatie 
the sport of genealogists. Having been selected by them 
ancestor to the great Irish house of Burke (“De Burgo”) 
e was further transformed, by a flight of fancy even 
ilder than usual, into a lineal descendant of Charlemagne. 
» he really was seems to have remained unknown, for — 
life in the Dictionury of National Biography treats with © 
picion, though duly mentioning, his alleged descent from. 
arlemagne. Moreover, his very name would seem to _ 
agi ve been left in doubt. It would, of couse, be difficult: 
to distinguish “Aldelinus” from “ Aldelmus” in MS., and 
I confess to having looked on the latter—which is the 
‘form adopted by Prof. Tout in the Dictionary of National — 
Biography, as by Miss Norgate and others—as a 
nough from its likeness to the English “ Aldhelm.” * But: 
“fitz Audeline” of the Anglo-Norman poem on the 
Conquest of Ireland seems decisive. ‘“ Willelmus filius ae 
‘Audelini, domini regis dapifer ” was the style he used in 


his own charters. 


1s England under the Angevin Kings, ii. 183. sa 
fh The name of “Audelin” is extant as a surname. I have met with— 


ae heey in the Renee en to POREIOn 4a MSS™ 
irs On Pe Reeerds Sari of a gran 


iis othe sons.” 
Aldelin, William his brother,” 
son of Aldel.” Now, if we turn to the carte of Sate 6 
aut under Yorkshire, that Ralph “filius Aldelin” 
half a knight’s fee of Roger de Mowbray, and Wi ia 
 filius Aldelin one fee of Henry de Lacy. Here we recogni 
the two brothers mentioned in the charters above. — The 
small fief of William “ filius Aldelin” himself is en ore 
under. Hampshire, where it is described as “terra quai 
dominus | Rex dedit Willelmo filio Aldelin, eae 
‘cum Juliana filia Roberti Dorsnelli.” 3 
It is through this Juliana that we obtain the CO 
stone of proof. Her charter granting Little Maple: 
Essex, to the Hospitallers, has for its first witness “R 
-filio Adelini,” who, as we have seen above, was her 
' band’s brother.” And he is also the first witness” . 
William’s confirmation of her gift.™ _ x 
The parentage and the true name of William. 
Audelin are thus, at length, clearly established. | | =n 


% 3th Report Hist. MSS., App. ji, p. 4. We are indebted, T believe 
to Mr. Maxwell Lyte for these interesting abstracts. : ¢ 

*' The name seems to be preserved in Thorpe- -Audlin (vulgo aa 
a township in the W. Riding of ee some 44 miles fre m 
Pontefract. : 

™ It seems to be priate only in a footnote to Morant’s Bae Ga 282) it 
“Radulfo filio Willelmi domini mei” is a witness, which certa 
suggests that William had been married before. 

*® See Monasticon. Prof. Tout seems to have been » unaware of | t 
charters of William, one of which is dated. Indeed he only says t 
William “is said to have married” Juliana, giving the carta (1 166) as hi 
authority. = 


Mae ben 


Story of the Morres Elaine 


| THE _MONTMORENCY IMPOSTURE. =r 


PANY a jest at been levelled at the Irish family oe 
_ Morres for seeking and obtaining permission from — 
crown, some eighty years ago, to assume the glorious — 
rasa 9) Si De Montmorency ” in lieu of their.own, as having 
mes originally that of their family’ They have since — 

, as is well- known, not merely the name, but even the — 

aks the proud device of that illustrious house. More- 

the introduction of the name Bouchard, borne by the . 

t Lord Mountmorres, proves the determination of the — 
to persist in their lofty pretensions. © : 
not aware whether these pretensions have ever teen 

Hare ee seem to have been thought too 
At the same time, it must 


Rtas a 


‘re cal: by ‘Sir W. pettAcs as “Deputy Ulster, iy the! 
lish crown (on the strength of his statement) and by 
Sheyeliet De la Rue, “ garde- général des archives du = é 
yyaume,” on the French side, in 1818. On the other hand, 
st not be forgotten that MM. de Montmorency at the 

fie spite of the repeated and strenuous appeals of thes as 

ry res” family, declined to admit their claim tobe members 

of the house of Montmorency. — 

To the indignant protest of Col. Hervey Morres (styling — 
f° “de Montmorency-Morres ”) against this action of — 
French house, we owe the most eee pee of 


a 70 | 


criticisms will be based. Nor will these criticisms — 
destructive only: they will show that the pedigrees” 


a8 Col. Morres and his ponents. were both alike erroneot 


oy he case on behalf of his family? On ie e, my 


The Sache ets ‘on a. well- aoe ‘pone 
“Herveius de Monte Mauricii,” as Giraldus terms | 
; ite French house, taking their stand on the historians 
nee their family, insisted that he was the only Montmoren 
Be} who had gone to Ireland in his time, and that as he had 
ote _ admittedly, left no legitimate issue, the Morres claim w 
untenable. The Irish house contended that, on the 
_ trary, others of the family had come over also, and tk 
_ they were lineally descended from one of Hervey’s brothe 
but the whole story undoubtedly sprang from the mentio 
of this Hervey—the sole connecting link—and from th 
curious form in which Giraldus chose to latinise his name. 
Now Duchesne, the historian of the house of 
" morency, whose version Desormeaux and Pére Anse 
did but follow in the main, wrote thus of Hervey: — se 


Il espousa Elizabeth de Meullent veuve de Gidebere: de Cla re, 
Comte de Pembroc en Angleterre et metre de Richard de Ck: 
_ surnommé Strongbow, Comte de Pembroke, dompteur de? 
— duquel 2 raison de cette alliance un Autheur du fey? Je quali 
parastre ou beaupére (p. g2).° ; 


But this “ Autheur” is Giraldus Gathibrensies 

Duchesne based his account, and who, we find, ieee €: 
speak of Hervey as stepfather, but as paternal uncle of a 
Strongbow :— ee 


‘Herveius de Monte Mauicii vir quoque fugitivus a facie fortune, 


9 Les Montmorency de France et les ee oe a Irlande, 5 
Précis historique des démarches faites & Poccasion de la reprise du 1 wom 


de ses ancétres par la branche de Meagtmatencye “Marisco-morres, — 
1828. 


® Histoire de la maison de Montmorency. Paris, 1624. 
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ee i inops, ex parte Richardi comitis cujus pateus—< erat, 
rator potius quam expugnator advenit (i. 3). 


esne’s” version, therefore, is out of court, although it 
_ repeated by Pére Anselme, and even adopted in the — 
logist by so skilled and able a genealogist as ‘Mr, Rs 
'. Watson.‘ | = oo 
Hervey Morres went so far as to accuse Duchesne 
_ Desormeaux “d’adulation, d’immoralité, et de mau-  _ 
aise “foi” in giving this account of his great name- 
e; and he proceeded to substitute a version of his own, 
er ng the hapless man and converting him ‘into two! % mA 
‘o make this clear, I must print me essential part of the a 


6 


Eee as. Elves by Hine eek 2 5a 
; ‘Hervé 4S ' da 
de Montmorency. Sorta 


eenphard Geoffroi _—- Hervé, 
as de Montarrescy: dit le Riche. 1st Bishop 
0 Gate of Ely [1109- cost 


Adelaide == Hervé | Bes Sy Robert, fils de es 
de —*'[{_ de Montmorency. Geoffroi, fils ee 
Clermont. | ¥ oles Hervé, x xe 


‘Se Neem 


HERVE, _ Etienne, Jordan Herve, 9 
fils de Hervé,  . 1136, Vv Connctable 
~ chatinberlain to aged 56 or 57- d’'Irelande, 
Henry IL, 1182. aoa ob. s. p. 1205, 
Ot ce Sean pears Robert, J ea lon Se. 
Pepi fils d’Etienne. Js I ae 


hes explanation is extremely simple: the whole eaters ‘ 
is concocted with a view to making the Irish Hervey uncle 
to—— Robert Fitz Stephen. This was done to satisfy the 
supposed requirements of Giraldus, whose words Col. 


fa orres thus triumphantly quoted : —_— 
tate crteros: Herveius de 


| “Robertus Stephanides neal Sakae 
pees 4 Vol. x. p. 6 


ae ff an FS tabs Hibernicis _ eas ves 
“Gitaldus Cambrensis.” oe had ety 


ei: cepa etcicten to fit thie error, is 
corrected, the pedigree collapses ; and ie very passage 
which is quoted to confirm it at once unmasks the 
coction. ; ae 
And _ now having anae it clear ‘that both sides were 
error, I shall set forth the true explanation of the words « 
- Giraldus. The clue is given us by those Deeping cha 
which, oddly enough, Col. Morres duly quoted and appe 
to. The first i is found in the Monasticon, ii. 6or -— 


Adeliz, uxor Gilberti filii Ricardi et Gillebertus, et Bald 


Gt Rohaisia pueri Gilberti episcopo Lincolniensi _ ae 
be - ‘Hiis testibus, Gilberto filio. Gilberti, Calica, 
SBaldivino fratribus ejus et Rohaisia sorore eorum, etc., etc. 


Pike next is the confirmation of this grant be Roe 
Pishop of Lincoln, (ob. baa: as “ “donum Adelida de Me wl 


<i the aie of the minors to the eater is ne 
stated. Hervey de Montmorency is also mentioned in the — 
eae Abbey confirmation charter of Ric. I, but it ens 
us no information. 

We have now, however, sufficient evidence. to recove 
the true genealogy, which is interesting: enough. 


* Blomefield’s Norfolk, is 
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Gilbert (1)  Adeliz (2)  [? Bouchard] 
fitzRichard = of Clermcnt = de Montmorenci 
of Clare 
| cae eves 
Bel a | | | 
Richard Gilbert Walter Hervey 
fitzGilbert, fitzGilbert, _ fitzGilbert de Mont- 
slain 1136 Earl of of Clare morenci, 
Pembroke Constable 
| of Ireland. 
Richard fn Reka! 
fitz Gilbert, fitzGilbert 


Earl of Pembroke, of Clare. 
* Strongbow.” 


This shows us how Hervey was ‘‘paternal uncle” to 
Strongbow, and why he witnessed his mother’s charter 
(ut supra) with his brothers and sister, but did not join in 
their grant. We see, also, how Duchesne’s error arose 
from his making the widow not of Gilbert, but of his son 
and namesake the first Earl of Pembroke, marry a Mont- 
morenci. The error is not surprising in the case of such a 
family as the Clares, whose alliances and ramifications are 
made specially puzzling by the repetition of their Christian 
names. ; 

On the other hand, the “ dimidiation”” of Hervey in the 
pedigree put forward by the Morres family was merely 
the fruit of the resolve to make him at all costs uncle to 
Robert Fitz Stephen, as the words of Giraldus were 
supposed to require, in their misquoted form. 

Poor Hervey has, indeed, been the sport of genealogists 
and _ historians. Mr. Dimock, in his Rolls edition of 
Giraldus, renders his name as “ Mont-Maurice,’ Miss Nor- 


eaters. * Mountmorris,” Mrs. Green as Mount Moriss.® 


6 Since this article was written, Mr. Hunt’s life of Hervey has appeared 
in the Dict. Nat. Biog. He has arrived at precisely the same conclusions 


as myself. 3 
1 England under the Angevin Kings, il. 101, 112. 


8 Henry the Second, p. 159. 


a See AR aS 
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Mr. Hunt, who has written his life in the D¢ctionary of 
National Biography as Mount-Maurice, and even Mr. Or- 
pen, in his admirable edition of the Anglo-Norman poem 
on the Conquest, as “Montmaurice” (p. 335). This last is 
the strangest case, because the forms found in the poem 
are “Mumoreci” and “Momorci,’ while, as Mr. Orpen 
duly points out, it is “Munmoreci” in the Register of 
St. Thomas’s, and “ Mundmorici” in the Cartulary of St. 
Mary’s (p. 266). Hervey was constable to his nephew Earl 
Richard’s troops in Ireland, and described himself as 
“Marescallus Domini Regis de Hibernia, et senescallus de 
tota terra Ricardi Comitis.” 

Having now shown that the alleged descent can be 
absolutely disproved so far as concerns the only Mont- 
morenci whose name occurs in connexion with Ireland, I 
proceed to glance at his supposed relatives, none of whom, 
it is important to remember, even bore the name of Mont- 
morency. 

The chart pedigree printed above (p. 512) will show how 
Robert Fitz Stephen was converted into a Montmorenci, 
though the parentage of his father Stephen, constable of 
Cardigan, is wholly unknown. It need scarcely be said 
that no proof is, or can be, given for this filiation; but the 
following passage on Stephen is an excellent illustration 
of the sort of evidence which is vouched for this wholly 
imaginary pedigree :— 

Ce seigneur, trés-jeune encore, en 1087, confirma conjointément 
avec son pere et son aieul Hervé, fils de Bouchard, la donation 
faite par Turillus le Gros. & l’abbaye de St. Florent de Saumur de 
certaines bénéfices. 

Sig. Hervei filii Burchardi, Sig. Roberti filii ejus, Sig. Stephani 
militis ejus. ; 

All that is needed, we are told, is to read grandson (“ petit 
fils”) instead of fiiws for Robert, and great-grandson for 
miles——on the ground that mzles sometimes. meant “un 
jeune homme”! Such is a type of the “proofs” on which 


cal Nightmare ote 


But its Acer and. inconsistencies ” 
ther ‘than _ this. ‘The dates work out as fol- 


re 


* Pemexie 
_ Montmorency. — 


=? ‘ 
ou tle Richey’ 
as fy : 
Robert - 
Ss fitzGeoffrey 
- tenant-in-chief II 66. 


eet: ons ptr ln ea Lees 
Stephen, és Hervey, Geoffrey, 

MOET CC..1060,1°.| (i 0, 205.0 > dari; 
died 1136, having ; . 

- witnessed above 

_ charter in 1087. 


ce Robert. 
. tes 


s in aga eae: He son toa man who. Meurislied in 1166, 
brother to men who died in 1205 and 1211.2 : 
what are we to say when we learn further that this i 

, who died in “1136,” is the Stephanus de Marisco” 
appears in the Liber Niger as a tenant of the Bishop 
in 1166! “The prea and indeed only, piabaes 


name s “De Marisco ” Z “De Mariscis,” “hich. 
€ ae of course, neither eae nor Morres, but — 


enne de Mariscis (ste) . . . fut tué enil 36 par les Gallois 
gouvernait ce pays” (p. 74). “Il n’était agé lors de sa mort 
e de 2 cinquante ; six ou. cinquante sept ans ” (p.:75). 


AC te a hs Ag ne a ee 
aA 3 : at ee 
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simply Marsh. Genealogists, no doubt, were attracted by 
the form “De Monte Maurisco” into tracing a connexion ; 
but, so far as can be understood, Col. Morres discarded 
this resemblance, and represented his alleged ancestors as 
“seigneurs de Mariscis ou des marches” in England, con- 
necting them with the fen district in Cambridgeshire. It 
would be easy to show that the early pedigree positively 
teems with absurdities similar to those I have already ex- 
posed, but it would be sheer waste of time to devote any 
more attention to proofs, which Col. Morres proudly boasted 
were “vérifiés avec la plus scrupuleuse attention par 
l’autorité competente et sanctionnés désormais par l’au- 
torisation du prince qui gouverne aujourd’hui l’empire 
britannique” (p. 25). 

I do not hesitate to say that a more impudent claim was 
never successfully foisted on the authorities and the public. 
The chief sinner in the matter was, of course, Sir. W. 
Betham, who certified (29th June, 1815) that this audacious 
concoction was “established on evidence of the most 
unquestionable authority, chiefly from. the ancient public 
records” (p. 203). The Crown naturally could only accept 
the statement of its own officer of arms, and accordingly 
described the alleged descent as being duly proved and 
recorded.” As for the French expert, the Chevalier de la 
Rue, of whose investigation and favourable verdict (17th 
April, 1818) so much has been made, it will scarcely be 
believed that he actually, with the sole exception of the 
Monasticon, did not attempt to verify the “proofs” set 
before him! It will be seen from his own words that his 
decision was subject to their genuineness :— 

Toutes les citations puisées par monsieur de Morrés dans les 


monuments, registres, et terriers publics d’Angleterre étant, comme 
je wen doute pas, aussi exactes que celles du Monasticon (p- 37)- 


The value of his loudly-trumpeted verdict may be esti- 
mated from this admission. 


0 London Gazette, Sept. oth, 1815 ; Dublin Gazette, Aug, 12, 1815. 
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It is only right that MM. de Montmorency and all those 
in France who are interested in historical genealogy should 
understand that no one among ourselves, whose opinion is 
worth having, would dream of defending this gross usurp- 
ation. We may hope and believe that in the present day 
no officer of arms would behave like Sir W. Betham, and 
certify, as “established on evidence of the most unquestion- 
able authority” a descent which is not merely “not 
proven,” but can be absolutely disproved. It cannot be 
stated too emphatically, or known too widely, that the 
house of Morres has no more right, by hereditary descent, 
to the name and arms of “De Montmorency” than any of 
the numerous families of Morris, or indeed, for the matter 
of that, the family of Smith.” 


“ For an even more illustrious foreign descent, see my paper, “ Our 
English Hapsburgs: a great delusion” (Genealogist, N. S., x. 193). 


OXFORD DEBA TE ON FORE! 
SERVICE (rep) Se 


~REAT importance is rightly cine to the 
_ instances of ec bons OGDe a BD ce to a 


raace < 197]. sas These | re Sia oats are ia a 
4 peor : Dr. Stubbs writes of St. Hugh’s action:— 


The only fornan. resistance to the king in the nation 
mi ey from St. Hugh of Lincoln and Bishop Herbert of | 
bury, who refuse to consent to grant him an aid in knights an 
money for his foreign warfare . L 
prominently by the side of St. Thomas’s protest against 
_ proposal to appropriate the sheriff's share of danegeld. : 


And Mr. Freeman repeats the parallel :—_ 


Thomas . ... withstands, and withered successful , th 
levying of a danegeld. . . . 
stood the demands of the father, Hugh of Ayalon vithstoatl 
pow demands of the son. Ina great council . . . [he] spoke 
ao the laws and rights of Englishmen . . . no men or money 
_ were they bound to contribute for undertakings beyond thevsea.! es 


fe SMU Const. Hist. (1874), i. sto. 
8 Select Charters (1870), pp. 28-9. So too, preface to ee 
(1871): “It may be placed on a par with St. Thomas’s opposi 
Henry. II. in 1163” (Iv. pp. xci-xcii.), So also Early Pianta, 
(1876), p. 126, and Const. Hist., 1. 510. 
“ Norm, Cong., v. 675, 695. 
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already Seca ‘the earlier : iistance! : and. 
the view that the Woodstock debate [1163] did 

to danegeld at all, but to an attempt of the king | 

Ze for himself abs ee vicecomitis (a local | levy) 


x Pour: history.” & N ) apology, therefore, is 
led for _ endeavouring to throw some further light on 
ent of such cardinal importance. But, to clear the 
, let us first define mee we mean by “opposition to 

. s demand for money.” However autocratic the king 
have been—and on this point there is not only a 
nce of aoe but a difference in fact eofrespancine 


Se ein. ent: ‘the enant need aay spieal: to “ Done! 


” (poneret se super rotulum Winton’). Or, again, if from 


al tenant owing the forty days’ service the king were 
ae im eighty days, he would be transgressing unwritten 
custom as binding as a written record. But outside these 
its there lay a debatable ground Be that elastic term 
lium proved conveniently expansive. It was here that 
crown could increase its demands, and here that a 
t would arise as to where the limit should be placed, 
ct to be determined not by law, but a a trial of : 
th between » We have, 
ee to. ‘which: of these artes ae ene of St. 
should be assigned, whether to that of the lawyer 
ing to the letter of the bond, or to that of the popular 
opposing the demands of the king, though they did 
contravene the law. If one may use the terms, for 


bove, p. 497. °£arly Plantagenets, p. 126.0 Const. Htst.% 509, 
dy D- S485 and pues to Rog. Hoveden, iv. pp. XCi.-XCii, 


MM 


polities anti are if it was the latter rind it a tr : 
tutional importance. ; 
_. The two chief accounts of | ‘the Oxford debate + ar fo 
in Roger Hoveden and the Magna Vita St. Hugonis. : 
they are both printed in Select Charters, 1 need not 
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ed and that the bishop did not ae on behalf 
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for a aa or (2) a sum sufficient to enable him fot 


the former aletnasive slant was laid ‘bofaee ie 
The grounds on which St. Hugh protested are thus. 
by our two authorites :— ; 


Respondit pro se, quod ipse in ee voluntati regis nequaq 
~ adquiesceret, tum quia processu temporis in’ ecclesiae suae 
- mentum redundaret, tum quia successores ‘sui dicerent, “ 
nostri comederunt uvam acerbam, et dentes filiorum cbstipes 
_(Hoveden). _ — 
Scio equidem ad militare sevitium domino regi, sed in “hate 
solummodo exhibendum, Lincolniensem ecclesiam teneg ‘ 
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metas vero Angliae nil tale ab ea deberi. Unde mihi consultius 
arbitror ad natale solum repedare . . . quam hic pontificatum 
gerere et ccclesiam mihi commissam, antiquas immunitates perdendo, 
insolitis angariis subjugare (Magna Vita). 

Two points stand out clearly—one that St. Hugh took 
his stand on the prescriptive rights of his church, rights 
infringed by the king’s demand; the other, that he spoke 
for himself alone, not for the church, still less for the 
barons, and least of all for the nation. Our authorities, 
however, are so vague that they leave in doubt the precise 
point “taken” by the saintly prelate. Mr. Freeman, we 
have seen, confidentiy assumes that-he “spoke up for the 
laws and rights of Englishmen”; Miss Norgate holds that 
he took up the position of Thomas and Anselm as a 
champion of constitutional liberty,” ® whatever that may 
mean ; even Dr. Stubbs claims that he “acted on behalf of 
the nation to which he had joined himself.” 1° 

I venture to think that the clue to the enigma is to be 
found in quite another quarter. In the chronicle of Jocelin 
de Brakelond we find a most instructive passage, which 
refers, it cannot be doubted, to the same episode, The 
story is told somewhat differently, but the point raised is 
the same. King Richard, we are told, demanded that 
knights should be sent him from England, in the propor- 
tion of one from every ten due by the church “ baronies.” 
The servitium debitum of St. Edmund’s being forty, the 
abbot was called upon to send four." That the principle 
of joint equipment, which had been adopted under Henry 
Il. in 1157," and again I think by Longchamp in 1191," 


9 England under the Angevin Kings, ii. 350. 

10 Barly Plantagenets, p. 126. tere) 

11“ Precepit rex Ricardus omnibus episcopis et abbatibus Angliae ut 
de suis baroniis novem milites facerent decimum, et sine dilacione veni- 
rent ad eum in Normanniam, cum equis et armis in auxilium contra 
Regem Franciae. Unde et abbatem oportuit respondere de iiii. militibus 
mittendis” (ed. Camden Soc., p. 63). x . 

12 Przeparavit maximam expeditionem ita ut duo milites de tota Anglia 
tertitim pararent ad opprimendum Gualenses.” _ Robert de Torigni. 

18 “ Tertium cum omnibus armis totius Angliae militem die nominato 
mandavit venire Wintoniam.” Ric. Devizes (Rolls Series), p. 409, 
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was resorted to on this occasion is the more probable 
because a few years later (1205) we find King John simi- 
larly demanding “quod novem milites per totam Angliam 
invenirent decimum militem, bene paratum equis et armis, 
ad defensionem regni nostri.’ I admit, however, that it is 
not mentioned in the other versions of our episode, and 
Jocelin speaks only of the demand upon the church fiefs. 
But the point is that when the abbot consulted his tenants 
as to sending the four knights required, they protested that 
they were liable to pay scutage, but not to serve out of 
England.“ Now this is a Jocus classicus on the institution 
of scutage. Its bearing I shall examine below, after finish- 
ing the story. The abbot, we read, finding himself in a 
strait, crossed the sea in search of the king, who told him 
that a fine would not avail; he wanted men, not money.” 
Surely we have here the key to the position taken by St. 
Hugh. When he claimed that his fief was not bound “ad 
servitium militare . . . extra metas Angliae” he can- 
not have referred to the payment of scutage, for that had 
been paid by his predecessors and himself without infringing 
the liberties of their church.*~ He must, therefore, have 
_ referred not to “money,” but to personal service outside the 
realm. But was this exemption peculiar to the church of 
Lincoln? If we find the same privilege existing at St. 
Edmund’s and at Salisbury, may we not infer that the 
church contingents were only bound to serve in person for 
14“ Cumque summoneri fecisset omnes milites suos, et eos inde con- 
venisset, responderunt feudos suos, quos de Sancto A.dmundo tenuerunt, 


hoc non debere, nec se nec patres eorum unquam Angliam exisse, set 
scutagium aliquando ad praeceptum regis dedisse” (/ézd.). 


18 Abbas vero in arcto posito, hinc videns libertatem suorum militum 
periclitari, illinc timens ne amitteret saisinam baronie sue pro defectu 
servicii regis, sicut contigerat Episcopo Lundonensi [? Lincolnensi] et 
multis baronibus Anglic, statim transfretavit, et . . . in primis 
nullum potuit facere finem cum rege per denarios. Dicenti ergo se non 
indigere auro nec argento, sed quatuor milites instanter exigenti,” etc. (2.) 


ou ; : aie: : : 
§“ In quibus conservandis sive exhibendis hactenus fere per tredecim 


Va a rectis praedecessorum meorum vestigiis non recessi” (AZagna 
ita). 
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“defence, not defiance,’ and that we have here the 
perfect explanation of the fact that scutage, as commuta- 
tion for service, is an institution, when it first appears, 
peculiar to church fiefs? The medieval dread of creating 
a precedent preyed on the abbot as on the saint. From the 
council of Lillebonne to the Bedford auailium (1224) it was 
always the same cry :— 


Creiment k’il seit en feu tornez 
Et en costume seit tenu 
Et par costume seit rendu. 


It was in this spirit that Hugh of Avalon, I take it, made 
his stand: other prelates might waive the point, in con- 
sideration of the king’s necessities, but he, at least, would 
never allow a standing exemption to be broken through 
and thus impaired for all time. 

His attitude, we are told, proved fatal to the scheme 
compelling the king and his ministers to abandon it in 
impotent wrath. But perhaps his biographer exaggerates 
the defeat, for the Bishop of Salisbury, we know, had to 
purchase the king’s pardon for his action by a heavy fine, 


while the Abbot of St. Edmund’s had to compromise the 
matter by the payment of a large sum. It seems pro- 


1“ Ad publicam rem tuendam ” (Abingdon Cart.), ii. 3). 


18 “ Quatuor milites stipendiarios optulit abbas. Quos cum rex recepis- 
set, apud castellum de Hou misit. Abbas autem in instanti eis xxxvi. 
marcas dedit ad expensas xl. dierum. In crastino autem venerunt quidam 
familiares regis, consuelentes abbati ut sibi caute provideret, dicentes 
werram posse durare per annum integrum vel amplius, et expensas mili- 
tum excrescere et multiplicari in perpetuum dampnum ei et ecclesiae 
suae. Et ideo consulebant ut, antequam recederet de curia, finem facéret 
cum rege, unde posset quietus esse de militibus predictis post xl. dies. 
Abbas autem, sano usus consilio, centum libras regi dedit pro tali quiet- 
antia” (/ocelin, p. 63). It is noteworthy that thirty-six marcs would 
represent just three shillings a day (for forty days) for each knight, the 
very sum named by Hoveden. In 1205 the pay named in John’s writ 
was two shillings a day (home service), but both these sums are largely 
in excess of the eight pence a day paid, as we have seen, under Henry II, 
the discrepancy being incomprehensible, unless the higher wage implied 


a larger following. 
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-bable that similar compromises would ine araneel in 
? cases where the request was not complied with, 
Tf, then, lam right in the solution I offer, St. Hugh 
Bite: taken the narrowest ground, and have act 
behalf of ecclesiastical privilege, and only incident 
even for that, his protest being limited to his own churc 
: And, further, it follows that, like St. Thomas, he was acting 
SED pc on the defensive. To me that his action affords 
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set it in a quite erroneous light. In 1197, as in 1163, 

crown was trying to infringe on well-established r: 
and St. Hugh like St. Thomas, resisted that infringem 
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” Dr. Stubbs held [1870] that he acted “not on ecclesiastical but o 
constitutional grounds” (Select Charters, p. 28), though he subsequ 
[1871] doubted whether “the grounds of the opposition” were “e 
aStical or constitutional ” (Pref. to Hoveden, iv. p. xci.), and even ad 
that “the opposition of St. Hugh was based not on his right as a m mbe 
of the national council, but on the immunities of the church ue ( 
Hist., i. 578). 

*1 Hoveden, iv. xcii. -.“ Antiquas immunitate 

2“ An Unknown Charter of Liberties? % rea eae 
viii, 288 et sq. 
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fore claimed it tanquam debitum. This justifies the fears expressed 
sixteen years before by St. Hugh of Lincoln, and explains what I 
termed, in examining his action, the medizeval dread of creating a 
precedent.™ 

The final loss of Normandy had, of course, altered the case, 
but even while it still formed part of an English King’s 
possessions, there must always have been scope for argu- 
ment as to feudal obligations. To quote once more from 
the same article :— 

The question must have been complicated by the growth of the 
king’s dominions. Did the feudatories owe service to the king, as 
their lord, in whatever war he was engaged? Or were they only 
bound to follow him as King of England? Or were they, as holding 
a conquestu, only bound to serve in the dominions of the Conqueror 
who enfeoffed them, #.¢. in England and Normandy.” 

On the death of the Conqueror, the question would arise 
for the King of the English and the Duke of the Normans 
were no longer one and the same. It comes to the front 
accordingly in a gathering of the barons at Winchester, 
which Mr. Freeman assigns to Easter, 1090.%  Orderic, 
here his authority, places st under 1089, and although his 
chronology is not to be always blindly followed, there is no 
ground for supposing here that the date is wrong. When 
he is following out a story OF carried on by allusion: 
Orderic, like other chroniclers, anticipates or wanders in 
his dates; but this gathering has no connexion with what 
precedes of follows; there 1s, therefore, nothing to account 
for his placing it under 1089, if it really belonged to. 1090. 

But the point to which I would call attention is the nature 
and intention of this gathering. Orderic writes :— 

Confirmatus itaque in regno, turmas optimatum ascivit, et Guen- 
toniz congregatis, que intrinsecus ruminabat sic ore deprompsit. 
Mr. Freeman attaches to the speech that follows no small 
importance. Holding that the king “was now ready to 
take the decisive step of crossing the sea himself or sending 
others to cross it,” he pointed out that— 


wee 25 gy A! 26 J: . 
247 R., vill. 293- 5 Did. Will. Rufus, \. 222. 
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even William Rufus, in all his pride and self-confidence, knew 
that it did not depend wholly on himself to send either native or 
adopted Englishmen on such an errand. He had learned enough 
of English constitutional law not to think of venturing on a foreign 
war without the constitutional sanction of his kingdom. In a 
Gemot [sic] at Winchester, seemingly the Easter Gemot of the third 
year of his reign, he laid his schemes before the assembled Witan 
[stc], and obtained their consent to a war with the Duke of the 
Normans.” 


Of course, in reading Mr. Freeman’s works we must re- 
concile ourselves to “Gemot” and “Witan,” being thrust 
upon us at every turn, however radically false a conception 
these words may convey. At the close of his dealing with 
this episode, he refers us, as a parallel, to the “full Gemot ” 
of 1047, in which “the popular character of the assembly 
still,” we learn, “impresses itself on the language of his- 
tory.” Now Orderic describes those who were summoned 
to our Winchester gathering as “turmas optimatum ”; 
makes William begin his speech “nostri egregii barones” ; 
and he places in his-mouth language essentially feudal and 
Norman :— 

Nunc igitur commoneo vos omnes, qui patris mei homines fuistis, 
et feudos vestros in Normannia et Anglia de illo tenuistis®® 
ccenobia que patres nostri construxerunt in Neustria . . . —Decet 
ergo ut, sicut nomen ejus [#.e. Willelmi] et diadema gero, sic ad defen- 
sionem patric inhzeream ejus [3#.¢. Normanniz] studio. 


Mr. Freeman expressed astonishment and delight at 
William’s “constitutional language,” and declared that 
though, in its actual wording, the speech, of course was 
Orderic’s, 


the constitutional doctrines which he has worked into his speech 
cannot fail to set forth the ordinary constitutional usage of the time. 
Even in the darkest hour in which England had any settled govern- 
ment at all, etc., etc.” 

" Will. Rufus, i. 222. 


*°Mr. Freeman quotes this passage, and duly renders it in his text 
(i, 232). % i, 22 
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And then follows the usual lament for “the days of King 
Eadward,’ when it was not a “cabinet,” but a crowd, 
that dealt with the deficate question of peace or war. 

Now even the late Professor’s most ardent followers 
cannot represent my criticism here as “trifling,” or un- 
important. Mr. Freeman, I hold, had misconceived the 
matter altogether. The whole thing is sheer delusion. 


_William’s appeal, as set before us, was not the fruit of 


studies in English “constitutional law”: it was the appeal 
of a feudal lord to “barons” holding by feudal tenure. 
Should there be any one who feels the slightest doubt upon 
the question, let him turn to Mr. Freeman’s own account of 
the great “Assembly of Lillebonne.” He could not himself 
avoid a passing glance at the parallel, when he wrote that 
“William the Red had as good reasons to give for an 
invasion of Normandy as his father had once had to give 
for an invasion of England.”* Contrasting that Assembly 
(1066) with an English Gemot, he wrote that “ in William’s 
Assembly we hear of none but barons.” Precisely. But 
that remark is equally true of his son’s Assembly at 
Winchester.*2 And when we learn, a few years later, the 
composition of his Assembly, we find it admittedly restricted 
to tenants-in-chief.” Of the two Assemblies, that of Lille- 
bonne revealed a more active opposition, showed more 
“parliamentary boldness,” than that of Winchester.“ The 
latter merely applauded, we read, the King’s appeal. Like 
his father, he appealed to his barons to follow him on 
foreign service ; like him also, he pleaded his wrongs and 
the justice of his righteous cause. 

Of the two, the father seems, as I have said, to have met 
with more opposition than the son. One might therefore 
produce an argument ad absurdum, and contend that, on 
Mr. Freeman’s showing, an English King, was not less, but 
more, absolute than a Norman Duke. In any case we have 


80 1, 222. 81 Norm. Cong., ill. 290. 
82 “ Tyrmas optimatum ”—“barones.” Cf. supra, pp. 247 262. 
8 Will. Rufus, ii. 56-7. 84 Norm. Cong., iil. 294-296, 298. 
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now seen that the ideas about “ constitutional! usage,” and 
so forth, imported here by Mr. Freeman, were nothing but a 
figment of his brain. The Assembly of Winchester no more 
resulted from “English constitutional law ” than did the 
Assembly of Lillebonne, convened for a similar purpose. 
William Rufus had to deal with barons who could not be 
anxious to invade Normandy merely to make him Duke of 
the Normans. If they had any preference in the matter, 
it would be rather for Robert than for William, for a weak 
rather than a strong ruler; but, apart from preference, the 
barons would be loth to engage in internecine warfare 
merely for the personal advantage of one brother or the 
other. This was seen in the peaceful close of the invasion 
by Duke Robert, as with that of Duke Henry half a century 
later. The question, in short, that arose in 1066, when a 
Duke of the Normans asked his barons to make him King 
of the English, arose once more in the, days of hiss. 
when a King of the English asked his barons to make him 
Duke of the Normans. 

It was here no question of“the laws and rights of 
Englishmen”:” it was to no folkmoot that William Ru- 
fus spoke. When we read of the King in his court, com- 
posed of his tenants-in-chief** as surrounded by “no small 
part of the nation,”"’ when we hear of the mass of “the 
Assembly . . . crying Yea, yea” ;*° when we learn 
that “a great numerical proportion, most likely a numerical 
majority, were natives,” we are fairly prepared for the 
astounding statement that— : 

The wide fields which had seen the great review and the great 
homage in the days of the elder William, could alone hold the crowd 
which came together to share in the great court of doom which was 
holden by the younger. 

For we see that in all these fantasies of a brain viewing 
plain facts through a mist of moots and “witan,” we have 
what can only be termed history in masquerade. 

8 Supra, p. 528. 8 At Salisbury, 13th Jan., 1096. 

8 Will, Rufus, i. 57 88 Tbid., 59. RY (alse Te 40 [1d.5-565 
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RICHARD THE FIRSTS CHANGE OF 
SEAL (1198) 


With the superficial student and the empiric politician, it is too 
common to relegate the investigation of such changes to the domain 
of archeology. I shall not attempt to rebut the imputation ; only, if 
such things are archeology, then archeology is history.—STupss, 
Preface to R. Hoveden, IV., 1xxx. 


ISTORICAL research is about to pass, if indeed it 
is not already passing, into a. new sphere—the 
sphere of Archzology. The central idea of that great 
advance which the present generation has witnessed in 
the domain of history has been the rebuilding of the 
historical fabric on the relatively sure foundation of 
original and contemporary authorities, studied in the 
purest texts. Chronicles, however, are not inexhaustible : 
for many periods they are all too few. The reaper has 
almost done his work; the turn of the gleaner has come. 
The smaller gwel/en of history have now to be diligently 
examined and made to yield those fragments of information 
which will supplement, often where most weeded, our 
existing stock of knowledge. 

But this is not our only gain as we leave the broad high- 
ways trodden by so many before us. Those precious frag. 
ments which are to form our spoils will enable~us to 
do more than supplement the statements of our standard 
they will afford the means of checking, of 
independent evidence, these statements, of 
to a cross-examination which 


chroniclers : 
testing, by 
submitting our witnesses 
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may shake their testimony and their credit in a most 
unexpected manner. 

As an instance of the results to be attained by arch- 
zeological research, I have selected Richard the First's 
celebrated change of seal. Interesting as being the occasion 
on which the three lions first appear as the Royal arms 
of England—arms unchanged to the present day—it 
possesses exceptional historical-importance from the cir- 
cumstances by which it was accompanied, and which led, 
admittedly, to its adoption. 

Historians have agreed, without the least hesitation, to 
refer this event to the year 1194, and to place it subsequent 
to the truce of Tillitres or about the beginning of August. 
“That Richard L,” writes a veteran student, * “adopted a 
new seal upon his return from the Holy Land is a matter 
of notoriety.” Speed, in fact, had shown the way. We 
are told by him that “the king caused [1194980 new 
broad seale to be made, requiring that all charters granted 
under his former. seale should be confirmed under this, 
whereby he drew a-great masse of money to his treasurie.”? 
_The Bishop of Oxford, with his wonted accuracy, faithfully 
reproduces the statement of Hoveden (the original and 
sole authority we shall find for the story), telling us that 
“Amongst other oppressive acts he [Richard] took the 
seal from his unscrupulous but faithful chancellor, and, 
having ordered a new one to be made, proclaimed the 
nullity of all charters which had been sealed with the 
old one.”* Mr. Freeman similarly places the episode just 
before “the licenses for the tournaments” (20th August, 
1194), and consistently refers to Dr. Stubbs’s history.‘ 


* Canon Raine, Historie Dunelmensis Scriptores Tres (Surtees Soc.), 
Pp: 379: ; 

® Speed’s History (1611). 

® Const. Hist., i. 506. 

“ Norman Conquest, v. 693. Compare The Office of the Historical 


Professor, pp. 16, 17:—“ In a long and careful study of the Bishop of 
Chester’s writings ... I have never found a flaw in the statement of ~ 
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Miss Norgate, in her valuable work, our latest authority 
on the period, assigns. the event to the same date, and 
tells us that “Rog. Hoveden’s very confused account of the 
seals is made clear by Bishop Stubbs.”* Mr. Maitland, 
in his noble edition of “Bracton’s Note-book,” gives a 
case (ii. 69) in which a charter sealed “secundo sigillo 
Regis Ricardi” was actually produced in court (1219), 
and explains that “Richard had a new seal made in 
1194,” referring to Hoveden for his authority.® 

It should be observed that all these writers rely merely 
on Hoveden, none of them throwing any light on the process 
of confirmation, or telling us how it was effected, and 
whether any traces of it remain. An independent writer, 
M. Boivin-Champeaux, in his monograph on William 
Longchamp, discusses the episode at some length, and 
asserts that the repudiated documents were “assujettis, 
pour leur revalidation, 4 une nouvelle et cofiteuse scellure.” 
Like the others, however, he relies on the authority of 
Hoveden, and consequently repeats the same date. 

In the course of examining some ancient charters, I 
recognised one of them as nothing less than an actual 
instance of a confirmation consequent on this change of seal. 
But its incomprehensible feature was that the charter was 
confirmed on the 22nd August, 1198, having originally been 
granted, “sub primo sigillo,” so recently as the 7th 
January preceding. How could this be possible if the, 
great seal had been changed so early as August, 1194, 
and if the first seal, as stated by Dr. Stubbs, was “broken” 
on that occasion? Careful and prolonged research among 
the charters of the period (both in the original and in tran- 
scripts) has enabled me to answer the question, and to 
prove that (as, of course, the above charter implies) the 
his evidence. If I have now and then lighted on something that-looked 
like oversight, I have always found in the end that the oversight was mine 
and not his.” 

5 England under the Angevin Kings, ii. 343, 

8I have been able to identify this very charter. 
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change of seal did not take place in 1194, but 1198, and 
between January and May of that year. 

Original charters under the second seal, confirming 
grants under the first, are distinctly rare. I_have found, 
as yet, but one in the Public Record Office, and only two 
at the British Museum. But of originals and transcripts 
together I have noted twenty-eight. The dates of the 
original grants range from 5th September, 1189, to 7th 
January, 1198 (1197-8), and of the confirmations from 27th 
May, 1198, to 5th April, 1199." 

In a single instance there is fortunately preserved not 
only the text of the confirmation charter, but also that of 
the original grant.* From this we learn that the charter of 
confirmation did not necessarily give the wording, but only 
the gist (“tenor”) of the original grant. We are thus 
brought to the instructive formula invariably used in these 
charters :— 


fs erat tenor carte nostre in primo sigillo nostro. Quod quia 
aliquando perditum fuit, et, dum capti essemus in alem[annia], im 
aliena potestate constitutum, mutatum est. Huius autem innovationis 
testes sunt Hii, etc.. etc. 


We may here turn to the passage in Hoveden [Ed. 
Stubbs, iii. 267] on which historians have relied, and see 
how: far the reasons for the change given in the charters 
themselves correspond with those alleged by the chronicler. 


Fecit sibi novum sigillum fieri, et mandavit, per singulas terras 
suas, quod nihil ratum fotet quod fuerat per vetus sigillum suum ; 
tum quia cancellarius ille operatus fuerat inde minus discrete quam 
esset necesse, tum quia sigillum illud perditum erat, quando Rogerus 
Malus Catulus, vicecancellarius suus, submersus erat in mari ante 
insulam de Cipro, et praecepit rex quod omnes qui cartas habebant 
venirent ad novum sigillum ad cartas suas renovandas. 

‘This is the only confirmation I have found later than 3rd March. If 
the date can be relied on, it is of spec.al interest as being the day before 
the king died. 


8 Charters to W. Briwere, 22nd June, 1190, and 11th March, 1199 
(1198-9), transcribed in the Great Coucher (Duchy of Lancaster). 


Reasons Alleged for the Change 


In both cases we find there are two reasons given ; 
the same in both, namely the 
seal when Roger Malchael was 
wholly and essentially different. 


while one of these is 
temporary loss of the 
drowned, the other is 
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The whole aspect of the transaction is thus altered. To 
illustrate this I shall now place side by side the indepen- 
dent glosses of the Bishop of Oxford and of M. Boivin- 


Champeaux :— 


Richard’s first seal was lost 
when the vice-chancellor was 
drowned between Rhodes and 
Cyprus in 1190; but it was re- 
covered with his dead body. The 
seal that was now broken must 
have been the one which the 
chancellor had used during the 
king’s absence. Richard, how- 
ever, when he was at Messina, 
had allowed his seal to be set to 
various grants for which he took 
money, but which he never in- 
tended to confirm. Therefore 
probably he found it convenient 
now to have a new seal in lieu of 
both the former ones, although 
he threw the blame of the trans- 
actions annulled upon the chan- 
cellor. The importance of the 
seal is already very great. (Const. 
Hist., i. 506, note.) 


Sur deux exemplaires usuels du 
grand sceau, le premier, que 
portait le vice-chancelier Mau- 
chien, avait été perdu lors de 
Youragan qui, en vue de Chypre 
avait assailli la flotte Anglo- 
Normande, le second était resté 
en Angleterre ; mais il avait subi, 
par suite de la revolution du 1o 
octobre, de nombreuses vicissi- 
tudes. Richard se prévalut de 
ces circonstances jointes au 
désaveu de la tréve de Tillitres 
pour publier un édit aux termes 
duquels tous les actes publics 
passés sous son regne, qui 
avaient été légalisés avec les 
anciens sceaux étaient frappés 
de nullité et assujettis, pour leur 
revalidation 4 une nouvelle et 
cofitense scellure. Cette ordon- 
nance aurait pu, 4 la rigueur, se 
colorer, si elle n’avait concerné 
que les actes .ccomplis pendant 
Pexpédition et la captivité du 
roi; mais le comble de l’impu- 
dence et de Piniquité était de 
Vappliquer méme a ceux qui 
avaient précéde son départ ou 
suivi son retour (p. 223). 


Thus both writers assume that there were two seals, one 
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which remained. in England with the chancellor, and one 
which accompanied the king to the east. They further 
(though Dr, Stubbs is somewhat obscure) hold that the two 
excuses given refer respectively to the two seals, thus dis- 
crediting both. But when we turn to the charters them- 
selves, we find but one seal mentioned, and to that one seal 
alone both the excuses refer. The king explains that on 
two occasions it was, so to speak, “out on the loose”— 
(1) when his vice-chancellor was drowned ; (2) when he 
himself was captured in Germany. This was, of course, 
the seal which accompanied him to the east? The king 
makes no allusion to any other or to the chancellor. Such 
charters and grants as are known to us all proceed from 
the king himself, either before he left Messina or after he 
had reached Germany on his return. No charter or grant 
of Longchamp, as representing him, is known. In short, 
the whole of our record evidence points one way: the 
charters which the king proclaimed must be confirmed, and 
which we find.brought to him for that purpose were those 
which he had himself granted, and no other. Lastly, even 
had we nothing before us but the passage in Hoveden which — 
all have followed, I contend that it may, and indeed ought 
to be, read as referring to a single seal. But it is, as Miss 
Norgate justly observes, “very confused,” from its allusion 
to the chancellor’s use of the seal. That allusion, however, 
would most naturally refer to the truce of Tillieres, and 
not to the use of a separate seal in England. Therefore 
even if we accepted, which I do not, Hoveden’s statement, 
it would not warrant the inference that has been drawn. 
Again, when Miss Norgate writes of the “withdrawal of 
the seal from William,” and when Dr. Stubbs tells us that 


9Dr. Stubbs, indeed, writes, as we have seen, that “the seal that was 
now broken must have been the one which the chancellor had used 
during the king’s absence.” But Longchamp had been ejected from 
the chancellorship in October, 1191, whereas Richard limits the period of 
abuse to the duration of his captivity, which did not begin till 20th 
December, 1192. 
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the king “took the seal from” him, these statements may 
have two meanings. But M. Boivin-Champeaux is more 
precise: “L’emploi de ces procédés emportait le mépris et 
la violation non seulement de tous les actes étrangers au 
chancelier, mais encore de tous ceux ow il avait mis la main. 
Il ne pouvait décemment conserver les sceaux. Le roi les 
lui enleva.” This is a distinct assertion that Longchamp 
was deprived of his office. Yet all our evidence points to 
the conclusion that he remained chancellor to the day of his 
death. 

Dismissing Hoveden for the time, and returning to the 
testimony of the charters, we have seen that they point to 
the event we are discussing having taken place in 11098, 
between the 7th of January, at which date the first. seal 
was still in use, and the 27th of May, when charters were 
already being brought for confirmation under the second 
seal. Passing now from the charters to the seals still in 
existence, we learn from Mr. Wyon’s magnificent work 1° 
(which has appeared since I completed my own investi- 


gation) that the first seal was still in use on the 1st of 


April, 1198," while an impression of the second is found as 
early as the 22nd of May, 1198." Thus our limit of time 
for the change is narrowed to 1st April—22nd May, 1198.¥ 
The evidence of the charters and of the seals being thus in 
perfect harmony, let us see whether this limit of date 
corresponds with a time of financial difficulty. For so 
desperate a device as that of the king’s repudiation of his 
charters would only have been resorted to at a time of 
extreme pressure. What do we find? We find that the 


lo The Great Seals of England (Stock), p. 149. 

1Its impression is attached to a charter tested at Tours, now at 
Lambeth Palace. If the date of this charter is correctly given, it is 
an important contribution to the Itinerary of Richard. 

14 Tbid., p. 19. : Be 

Jt is singular that Mr. Wyon, while giving these daza, should 
himself assign the change to “c7vc. 1197,” and still more singular that 
he should elsewhere (p. 20) accept the usual passage from Hoveden 
iii. 267). 

Beek NN 
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time of this change of seal corresponds with the great 
financial crisis of Richard’s reign. The Church had at 
length lost patience, and had actually in the Council at 
Oxford (December, 1197) raised a protest. The “want of 
money,” in Miss Norgate’s words, was “a difficulty which 
: must have seemed well-nigh insurmountable.” Pre- 
parations were being made for a huge levy at five shillings 
en every ploughland. It was at this moment that the 
desperate king repudiated all the charters he had granted 
throughout his reign, and proclaimed that they must be 
“brought to him for confirmation; in other words . . . 
paid for a second time.” “ 

Let us now look at the other chroniclers. R. Coggeshall 
is independent and precise :— 


Accessit autem ad totius mali cumulum, juxta vitee ejus ferminum, " 


prioris sigilli sui renovatio, quo exiit edictum per totum ejus regnum 
ut omnes cart, confirmationes, ac privilegiate libertates que prioris 
sigilli. impressione roboraverat, irrita forent nec alicujus libertatis 
vigorem obtinerent, nisi posteriori sigillo roborarentur. In quibus 
renovandis et iterum comparandis innumerabilis pecunia congesta 
est (p. 9 3). 

This is in complete accordance with the now ascertained 
fact that Richard changed his seal, and regranted the old 
charters, within the last year of his life. Similarly inde- 
pendent and precise evidence is afforded by the Annals of 
Waverley :— 


mcxcviu. Anno x. regis Ricardi praecepit idem rex omnes cartas 
in regno suo emptas reformari, et novo sigilli sui impressione 


roborari, vel omnes cassari, cujuscunque dignitatis aut ordinis 


essent, qui vellent sua protectione defensari, vel univetsa bona sua 
confiscari.” 


Further, we read in the Annals of Worcester’ and in 


14 Miss Norgate (1194), li. 343. 
© Annales Monastici, ii. 251. 
16 Thid., iv. 389 (Vespasian B, iv.) 
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the Historia Major of M. Paris (ii. 450-451)" that in 1198, 
“circaque festum sancti Michaelis, mutate sunt carte quas 
prius fecerat rex Ricardus, novo sigillo suo.” Now this 
Michaelmas fell just in the heart of the period within 
which the process of confirmation is proved to have been 
going on. 

We see, then, that the evidence (1) of the seals, (2) of the 
charters, (3) of the circumstances of the time, (4) of other 
chroniclers, all concur in pointing to the spring of 1198. 
And now we will lastly appeal to Hoveden against himself. 
After telling us of the king’s proclamation on the refusal ot 
the religious to contribute to the carucage in the spring of 
1198, he adds :— 


Preeterea preecepit idem rex ut omnes, tam clerici quam laici, qui 
cartas sive confirmationes habebant de sigillo suo veteri deferrent 
eas ad sigillum suum novum renovandas, et nisi fecerint, nihil quod 
actum fuerat per sigillum suum vetus ratum haberetur (iv. 66). 


This passage, which ought to be compared with Cog- 
geshall, is merely ignored by Dr. Stubbs. Miss Norgate, 
however, boldly explains it as “a renewal of the decree 
requiring all charters granted under the king’s old seal to 
be brought up for confirmation under the new one” (ii. 
356). But the passage stands by itself, as describing a new 


measure."® 
The only conclusion to be drawn from this cumulative 


evidence is that the earlier passage in Hoveden (1194) 


1 Faust A. 8. fo. 136. It is a striking instance of the confusion and 
plundering to be met with even in our best chronicles that M. Paris 
(Chron. Maj., ii. 356) has an independent allusion to the king’s change of 
seal (as a “factum Ricardi regis enorme”) in which he gives us a circum- 
stantial account of the event and of the prior of St. Alban’s going over 
to France to secure the confirmation, “cum effusione multe pecuniz et 
laboris,” but assigns it to the year 1189. Hoveden’s error pales before 
such a blunder as this, which has been accepted without question by the 
learned editor, Dr. Luard. : 

18 Hoveden, by placing it wrongly (p. 66) after Hubert’s resignation 
(p. 48), to which it was some two months previous, has misled ‘iss 
Norgate into the belief that it was the work of his successor, Geoffrey. 
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which has been so universally accepted, must be rejected 
altogether, Against the facts I have adduced it cannot 
stand, : 
Incredible though it may seem that a court official, a 
chronicler so able and well informed, indeed, in the words 
of his editor, “our primary authority for the period,” should 
have misstated so grossly an event, as it were, under his 
own eyes, we must remember that “ Hoveden’s personality 
is to a certain degree vindicated by a sort of carelessness 
about exact dates.”” Yet even so, “few are the points,” 
our supreme authority assures us, “in which a very close 
examination and collation with contemporary authors can 
detect chronological error in Hoveden.”* Nor, of the eight 
anachronisms laboriously established by Dr. Stubbs, does 
any one approach in magnitude the error I have here 
exposed. The importance of every anachronism in its 
bearing on the authorship of the chronicle is by him clearly 
explained. . 
How far does the rejection of this statement on the 
change of seal affect the statement which precedes it as to 
the Truce of Tillitres? Hoveden places the latter and the 
former in the relation of cause and effect :— 


Deinde veniens in Normanniam moleste tulit quicquid factum 
fuerat de supradictis treugis, et imputans cancellario suo hoc per 
eum fuisse factum, abstulit ab eo sigillum suum, et fecit, etc. (ili. 267). 


This is rendered by Dr. Stubbs in the margin: “He 
annuls the truce and all the acts of the chancellor passed 
under the old seal.” The passage has also been so read 
by M. Boivin-Champeaux (p. 221); but if that is the 
meaning, which I think is by no means certain, Hoveden 
contradicts himself. For he speaks five months later of the 
truce (“Treuga que inter eos statuta fuerat duratura usque 
ad festum omnium sanctorum”) as not having stopped 


19Stubbs’s Hoveden, IV. xxxil. 
% Jbid., p. XXxv. 
at Tord, Pp. XXX. 
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S private raids on either side” R. de Diceto, mentioning, 

| the truce (ii, 120), says nothing of it being annulled, nor 

does R. Newburgh in his careful account. On the contrary, 

| he implies that it held good, though the terms were thought 
dishonourable to Richard (ii, 420). I should, therefore, 
read Hoveden as stating simply that Richard was much 
annoyed at (“moleste tulit”) its terms, and was wroth with 
the chancellor for accepting them. 

In addition to correcting the received date for Richard 
the First’s change of seal, the evidence I have collected 
enables us, for the first time, to learn how and to what 
extent the confirmation of the charters was effected. We 
find that it was no sweeping process, carried out on a 
single occasion, but that it was gradually and slowly pro- 
ceeding during the last eleven months of the king’s life. 
Here, then, is the explanation of another fact (also hitherto 
overlooked), namely that only a minority of the charters 
were ever confirmed under the second seal.¥™ For the 
king’s death abruptly stopped the operation of that oppres- 
sive decree which was being so reluctantly obeyed. 

It should be superfluous for me to add that, in thus 
correcting previous statements, I have not impeached the 
accuracy of our greatest living historian, who could only 
form his judgment from the evidence before him. The 
result of my researches has been to show that the evidence 
itself breaks down when submitted to the test of fact. 


2 i7. 276. This distinctly implies that the truce had been nominally 
in full force. Note that it is here spoken of as “¢é/7 All Saints,” 
while in the document itself (iii. 259) it is made for a year from All 
Saints. Miss Norgate (ii. 367) speaks of it as “till All Saints” (1194), 
put I think it was made from July 1194 to All Saints 1195. 

%8 | have not found a single charter of municipal liberties, though the 
reign was so rich in them, among these confirmations. Nor since this 
article first appeared, in 1888 (Archaeol. Rev., vol. i.), have I found more 
than four additional cases of re-sealed charters, raising the total to 28. 
Of these a detailed list is given on the next page. 


55° 
Granted 
i6 April, 1194°. 

2 December, 1189. 
10 October, 1189 
28 November, 1189. 

I July, rrgo. 

5 Sept, 1189) . 

17 Sept, a 
25 April, 1194 . 


12 December, 1194. 
7 January, 1198. . 


8 December, 1189. 
6 December, 1189. 
14 March, t1go. 

23 March, r1go. 
29 November, 1189 
6 October, 1189 
7 December, 1189 

23 March, r1go 


7 December, 1189 
17 September, 1189 


28 November,? 1189 . 


27 July, 1197. 

10 November, 1189 
5 August, L190 
September, 1197. 


1189. 
15 April, r190 . 


22 June, I1g0.. . 


25 April, 1194... 


at 


Winchester 
Canterbury 
Westminster . 
Canterbury 
Dangu 
Westminster) . 
Geddington f. 


Chinon 
Vaudreuil . . 


DOver se =x eece ae 


Dover. 
Nonancourt . 
Rouen. 


Canterbury . . 
Westminster . 
Dover 7% 
Rouen; $3.4" 4 


Dover. 
Geddington . 
Canterbnry . 
Isle d’Andely 
Westminster 
Marseilles 


Rouen* <2 .s 


[No place] . 
HVreux 4 Soe 


Chinon? 4 


Portsmouth . 


1“ Scilicet die secunda coronationis nostre.” 
2“ December” in Cart. Ant. which date is accepted in Gibson’s 
* Monastery of Tynmouth.” 
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Confirmed 
27 May, 1198. . 
15 June, 1198 . 
1 July, 1198 . 
1 July, 1198 . 
3 July, 1198 . 


30 July;-1198) >, Se 
22 August, 1198 


22 August, 1198 
22 August, 1198 


10 September [1198] . 
15 September [1198] . 
18 September, 1198 
19 September, 1198 

9g October, 1198 . . 
2c October, 1198 . . 
24 October, 1198 

5 November, 1198 |. 


10 November, 1198 
12 November [1198] . 
13 November, 1198. 
14 November, 1198 
30 November, 1198 

7 December, 1198 


17 December, 1198 


24 January, 1199 . 
3 March, 1199 _. 


rx March, 11993 4.008 


5 April, t199. . 


ee ie eet et ee ay f. 
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Grantee Authority 


Robert fitz Roger. . . ~ Cart. Ant. EE. 6 

Cha Hugh Bardulf. ... - Ditto EE. 10 

_ Ditto, ditto MAG er Ma hee or oe. Ditto JJ. 43 

Ditto, ditto Ely =.=. je ee Ditto” NN 26 

_ Ditto, ditto William Pagans ap ey Ditto JJ. 46 

Mare, . - - Rievaulkx Abbey - .- - Rievaulx Cartulary (Sur- 

tees Soc.), p. 308 

Thomas Basset. . . + - Hist. MSS., oth Report, 

li. 404 
Cott. Cart. xvi. 1(Rymer 
i. 67) 

Z Ditto, ditto Alan Basset Bioee ms inoe Ane, Deetis, oct: A. No. 

E 5924 

seg Gaillard Shaftesbury Abbey . - - Harl. MS. 61, fo. 26 

Ditto, ditto Peterborough Abbey . Cart. Ant. EE. 21 
Ditto, ditto Waltham Abbey - - =: : Ditto RR.7 &8 
Ditto, ditto Roger de Sancto Manveo_ . Ditto BB. 6 


. 
E 
Ditto, ditto Fontevrault . ah Ditto F.1 

E Lions . St. Leonard’s, Siratford . . Add. MS. 6, 166, fo. 341 
: 

S 

; 

4 


Roche d@Orival . Alan Basset 


 psaega Gaillard Stratford Langthorne Abbey Cart. Ant. E. 1 


Ditto, ditto St. Jacques de Boishallebout Add. Cart. (Brit. Mus.) 


: No. 3 
Ditto, ditto Boxley Abbey - a Cart“ Ant Os 
_ Ditto, ditto St. Alban’s Abbey. - - - Ancient Deeds, A. 1050 
‘Ditto, ditto Tynmouth Priory . Cart. Ant. BB. 18 
Ditto. B. 26 


Ditto, ditto Llanthony Abbey . 


a Lions 5 The Templars . _.  Deville’s Transcripts 

@ Ditto Church of Durham . - - Surtees Soc., vol. IX. p. 
ae: i. 

3 “Sanctum Ebru- Domus Dei (Southampton) Cart. Ant. D. 30 

: Blam. 

_ Cabagnes. + - Spalding Priory Add. MS. 5844, fo. 228 
~ Ch&teau du Loir Gilbert fitz Roger . Hist. MSS. roth Report 
‘ 325 

BeChinon. . - W. Briwerre. + Great Coucher II. 1, 67 
; IV. (1, 2) 


- [No place] + + Noel “serviens” - + + Cart. Ant. D. 30 
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COMMUNAL HOUSE DEMOLITION 


HERE was a strange custom peculiar to the ancient 
community of the Cinque Ports, which has not, so far 
as I know, been found elsewhere in England. If a member 
of any one of these towns was elected to serve as Mayor or 
“jJurat” ( the governing bodies consisting of a Mayor and 
twelve “Jurats”), and refused to accept the office, his house 
was publicly demolished by the community. An extract 
from the Custumal of Sandwich, headed “Pena maioris 
electi recusantis officium suum,” will make the custom 
clear :— 


Si maior sic electus efficium suum recipere noluit, primo et 
secundo et tercio monitus, tota communitas ibit ad capitale messua-_ 
gium suum, si habuerit proprium, et illud cum armis omnimodo quo 
poterit prosternat usque ad terram. . . . Similiter quicunque 
juratus fuerit electus, et jurare noluerit, simile judicium.” ! 


Although the custom of house demolition is apparently, 
as I have said, peculiar in England to the Cinque Ports, it 
was of widespread occurrence abroad. Thither, therefore 
we must turn our steps in order to investigate its history. 

It isin Flanders and in Northern France, and in Picardy, 
most of all, that we find this singular custom prevailing, 
and discover its inseparable connexion with the institution 
of the Commune. It would seem that the penalty of house ~ 
demolition was originally decreed for offences against the 
commune in its corporate capacity, Thierry, basing _ his 


‘Boys’ Sandwich, p. 431. 


A Pecular Penalty 553 


conclusions mainly on the charters of the commune of 
Amiens and the daughter-charter of AbUeville writes :— 


Celui qui se soustrait 4 la justice de la Commune est puni de 
banissement, et sa maison est abattue. Celui qui tient des propos 
injurieux contre la Commune encourt la méme peine. Voila pour 
les dispositions communes aux chartes d’Amiens et d’Abbeville, 
c’est-d-dire pour celles qui authentiquement sont plus anciennes que 
Pacte royal de 1190. Si l’on ne s’y.arréte pas et qu’on reléve dans 
cet acte d’autreg dispositions, probablement primitives aussi, on 
trouvera les peines du crime politique, Pabatis de matson et le banisse- 
ment, appliquées 4 celui qui viole sciemment les constitutions de la 
Commune et 2 celui qui, blessé dans une querelle, refuse la composi- 
tion en justice et refuse pareillement de donner sécurité & son adver- 
saire. 

Une peine moindre, car elle se réduit 4 ce que la maison du 
délinquant soit abattue s'il n’aime mieux en payer la valeur, est 
appliquée 4 celui qui addresse des injures au Maire dans l’exercice 
de ses fonctions, et 4 celui qui frappe un de ses Jurés devant les 
magistrats, en pleine audience, Ainsi l’abatis de maison, vengeance 
de la Commune lés¢e ou offensée, était a la fois un chatiment par 
lui:méme et le signe qui rendait plus terrible aux imaginations la 
sentence de banissement conditionnel ou absolu. Il avait lieu dans 
la plupart . . . des communes du nord de la France avec un 
appareil sombre et imposant; en présence des citoyens, convoqués 
% son de cloche, le Maire frappait un coup de marteau contre la 
demeure du condamné, et des ouvriers, requis pour service public, 
procédaient a la démolition qu’ils poursuivaient jusqu’a ce qu'il ne 
restit plus pierre sur pierre.” 


The public character of the ceremony, which was no less 
marked at Sandwich (vide supra), is well illustrated in the 


2 Monographie de la Constitution communale @ Amiens (Essai sur 
Histoire . . . du Tiers-Etat, pp. 347-8). Thecharter of Abbeville 
prescribed this penalty (“domus ejus et omnia ad ejus mancionem per- 
tinentia prosternantur ”) for homicide, which lies outside the class of 
“political offences.” Giry, in his Ztablissements de Rouen (1883), speaks 
of the “abattis de maison” as “caractéristique du droit municipal du 
Nord” (i. 431), but I do not find that he anywhere mentions it as the 
penalty appointed for refusing office. 
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Ordonnances of Philip of Alsace (czre. 11 78) on the hee 
of his daz/s in Flanders :— 


Domus diruenda Judicio Scabinorum, post quindenam a scabinis 
indultam, quandocunque comes preceperit, aut ballivus ejus, diruetur 
a communia villz, campana pulsata per Scabinos ; et qui ad diruen- 
dam illam non venerit, in forisfacto erit, etc., etc. 


This ringing of the communal bell—parallel to the moot- 
bell of England—is an important feature in the matter. 
Without insisting upon a stray allusion, one. may ask 
whether an entry in the Colchester records in the 16th cen- 
tury, threatening that if an offending burgess does not make 
amends, the town will “ring him out of his freedom,” may 
not be explained by this practice. 

There are plenty of other early instances of this house 
demolition in recognised Communes. At Bruges we read 
(circ. 1190): “Si scabini voluerint domum eius prosternere, 
poterunt,” etc., etc. So, too, at Roye, the charter (circ. 1183) 
provides: “Domus forisfactoris diruetur si Major voluerit, 
et si Major redempcionem accipiet de domibus diruendis,” 


etc, etc. .-. “Si quis.’ extraneus;.. =" forsiacieae 


fecerit . . . Major et homines ville ad diruendam 
domum ejus exeant ; que si sit adeo fortis ut. vi Burgensium 
dirui non possit, ad eam diruendam vim et auxilium con- 
feremus.”* So essential was the power of distraint, as we 
might term it, given to the community over its members, 
by the possession of a house, that it was sometimes made 
compulsory on a new mémber to become possessed of a 
house within a year of his joining. This was the case at 
Laon, one of the oldest of the Communes, the charter of 
Louis VI. (1128) providing that “ Quicunque autem in Pace 
ista recipiatur, infra anni spatium aut domum sibi edificet, 
aut vineas emet . . . per que justiciari possit, si quid 
forte in eum querele evenerit.” Where, in the absence of 
such provision, the culprit had no house to be demolished, 
it would seem that, in some cases, he had to procure one, for 
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the express purpose of being demolished, before he could be 
restored to his membership. Thus, at Abbeville, the charter 
of Commune provides that “si domum non habuerit, ante- 
quam villam intret, domum centum solidorum, quam com- 
munia prosternat, inveniet.” 

Thierry pointed out how the “commune” of north-eastern 
France found its way, through its adoption in Normandy, 
to the opposite corner of the country “sur les terres de la 
domination Anglaise.”4 The form “jurats” adopted by the 
Cinque Ports for the members of their governing body sug- 
gests, indeed, some connexion with Gascony, to which 
region, as Thierry observed, it more especially belongs.*. [ 
was much struck, when visiting Bayonne, with its inter- 
esting municipal history. Thierry alludes to its peculiar 
character ;® and, as the town had commercial relations with 
the Cinque Ports, and illustrates, moreover, the tendency of 
a commercial port to adopt, from other regions, a constitu- 
tion peculiar to itself, I shall here give from its local customs 
the provisions as to house demolition. 

Appended to John’s charter granting a communa to 
Bayonne (19th April, 1215) we find a code of communal 


4 So also p. 263, where he calls attention to “Pétablissement de la con- 
stitution communale de Rouen et de Falaise dans quatre des provinces 
annexées au XII¢ siécle a la domination anglo-normande” ; and to “cette 
adoption de la commune jurée selon le type donné par les grandes villes 
de la Normandie, événement auquel contribua sans doute la politique des 
rois @Angleterre.” 

5 “A Bordeaux . . - le principal titre de magistrature était celui 
de Jurats, titre qu’on retrouve dans une foule de villes, depuis la Gironde 
jusqu’au milieu de la chaine des Pyrénées” (p. 247). 


6 “Ay milieu de cette unité d’organisation administrative et judiciaire 
la ville de Bayonne se détache, et contraste avec toutes les autres. On 
la voit, au commencement du XIII siécle, abandonner le régime 
municipal indigéne et chercher de loin une constitution étrangére, celle 
des communes normandes, transportée et perfection¢e dans les_villes du 
Poitou et de la Saintonge ; c’est une double cause, la suzeraineté des rois 
@Angleterre étendue de la Normandie aux Pyrénées, et le commerce 
d'une ville maritime, qui améne ainsi aux extrémités de la zone municipale 
du Midi la commune jurée dans sa forme native, avec toutes ses régles et 


ses pratiques” (p. 249)- 
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ordinances based partly on those in the Rouen and Falaise 
charters and partly on the customs of La Rochelle. In this 
code the penalty of destroying the offender's house was 
decreed for a magistrate who accepted bribes,’ for a citizen 
who shirked his military service,* for a perjured man,® for 
a thief.1° 

It again appears as the penalty for receiving bribes in 
the local Custumal assigned to 1273 :—“La soe maison 
sera darrocade, et que jameis ed ni son her no hage juridic- 
cion en le communi.” In the foundation-charter granted 
to Sanabria by Alphonso IX. of Leon, in 1220, we find this 
penalty similarly assigned to perjury (“que la su casa sea 
derribada por esta razon”); but when the charter was 
altered by Alphonso X. (1st Sept. 1258), the penalty was 
commuted for a pecuniary fine of sixty “sueldos,” on the 
ground that the destruction of the house was an injury to 
the city and to himself" This is important as affording an 
instance of the actual introduction of commutation. 

Now, my contention is, that as the practice of communal 
house demolition wandered down into Gascony, and thence 


actually crossed the Pyrenees into Spain, so—in the opposite ~ 


direction—it crossed the channel and established itself in the 
Cinque Ports. As these movements become better under- 
stood, we are learning to treat them scientifically, and to 
trace them through their growth to their origin. In the 
case of the commune, the principle of filiation enables us to 
accomplish this with remarkable success. 

But, it may be asked, is there any instance, on the other 
side of the channel, of house demolition being the penalty 
prescribed for refusal to accept office as Mayor or Jurat? 


19 H : . 
7 *Ta-soe ‘maizon, so es del maireo d’aquet quiu loguer aura pres, sera 
darrocade seins contredit.” 


8 “FE en merce de la comunie, de-sa maizon darrocar.” 

° “Sera en merce dou maire e dous pars de sa maizon darrocar.” 

1 (14 . . s 6 : 

an La maison ons ed estaue sera abatude per les justizies de la co- 
munie. 


4” “Ca esto tornarie en dano de Nos e de la nuestra Puebla.” (Bolezz 
de la real Academia de la Historia, Oct., 1888.) ee 
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It is, I reply, at Amiens the very penalty prescribed for 
that offence! The Custumal of Amiens contained these two 
clauses :— 


Et convient que chis qui pris est faiche le serment de le mairie ; 
et se il ne veult faire, on abatera se maison, et demourra en le 
merchy du roy au jugement de esquevins. 

Derekief se li maires qui eslus seroit refusoit le mairie et vausist 
souffrir le damage, ja pour che ne demouerroit qu’ll ne fesist loffice ; 
et se aucuns refusoit l’esquevinage, on abateroit sa maison et l’amen- 
deroit au jugement de esquevins, et pour chou ne demoureroit mie 
que il ne fesist office de l’esquevinage.” 


Thierry, who was ignorant of the Cinque Ports custom— 
as the historians of the Cinque Ports appear to have been 
ignorant of that at Amiens—describes this provision as 
“Joi remarquable en ce qu'elle faisait revivre et sanction- 
nait par des garanties toutes nouvelles ce principe de la 
législation romaine, que les offices municipaux sont une 
charge obligatoire.”" But this brings us face to face with 
the difficult and disputed question of the persistence of 
Roman institutions. Personally, I have always thought it 
rash to accept similarity as proof of continuity. Here, for 
instance, the occurrence of this practice at Sandwich might 
lead to the inference that the institutions of Sandwich were 
of direct Roman origin. Yet, if this practice was imported 
from France, we see how erroneous that inference would 
be. A reductio ad absurdum of this rash argument, as I 
have elsewhere pointed out, would be found in the sugges 
tion that every modern borough rejoicing in the possession 
of aldermen had derived its institutions continuously from 
Anglo-Saxon times. In the particular instance of this prac- 
tice, we should note that it occurs (@) in that portion of 
France where the municipal development was least Roman 


2 Ancienne Coutume d’Amiens” (Recueil des Monum. inéd. de 
PHistoire du Tiers-Etat, \. pp. 159, 160). 

18 He refers us to the Theodosian Code. Lib. XII., tit. 1, “de de- 
curionibus,” and D., Lib. 1, tit. 4, “de muneribus et honoribus.” 
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in character; (4) in a peculiar and original form—the 
“garanties toutes nouvelles” of Thierry. 

Again, we find the infliction of fines for non-acceptance 
of municipal office a familiar custom in England even to 
the present day. These fines were undoubtedly commuta- 
tions for an original expulsion from the community; and 
at Colchester, for example, we have a case of a man being 


deprived of “his freedom” for declining the office of ~ 


alderman, and of his having to make “submission” and 
pay a fine before it was restored. The fact is, that in 
every community, whether urban or rural, where office 
was a necessary but burdensome duty—like modern jury- 
service or medieval “suit”—a penalty had to be imposed 
upon those who declined to discharge it. The peculiarity 
of the Sandwich and Amiens cases consists not in the im- 
position of a penalty, but in the character of the penalty 
imposed. 


Pass we now from the consideration of this penalty to 


the wider and important conclusions suggested by its local 
occurrence. 

I have always been puzzled by the peculiar phenomena 
presented by the “Cinque Ports” organisation. To other 
writers it would seem to present no such difficulty ; but to 
me it is unique in England, and inexplicable on English 
lines. In that able monograph of Professor Burrows,® 
which is the latest contribution on the subject, the writer, 
I venture to think, leaves the problem as obscure as ever. 
I shall now, therefore, advance the suggestion, which has 
long been taking form in my mind, that the «“ Cinque 
Ports” corporation was of foreign origin, and was an 
offshoot of the communal movement in Northern France. 

From Picardy, which faced the Cinque Ports, they 
derived, I believe, their confederation. To quote Thierry : 


La région du nord, qui est le berceau, et pour ainsi dire la terre 
classique des communes jurées, comprend la Picardie, l’Artois, ete. 


-° Cingue Ports (Historic Towns Series), by Montagu Burrows. 


x 
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+» + .  Parmices provinces, la Picardie est celle qui renferme le 
plus grand nombre de communes proprement dites, ol cette forme 
de régime atteint le plus haut degré d’indépendance et ou dans ses 
applications, elle offre le plus de variété. Les communes de Picardie 
avaient en général toute justice, haute, moyenne et basse. Non- 
seulement dans cette province les chartes municipales des villes se 
trouvaient appliquées 4 de simples villages, dont quelques-uns 
n’existent plus, mais encore i/ y avait des confédévations de plusieurs 
villages ou hameaux véeunis en municipalités sous une charte et une 
magistvaturve collectives.” 1 


Let me briefly summarise the arguments on which I 
base my hypothesis :— 

(1) There is no parallel to the Cinque Ports confederation 
in England,” but there is in Picardy. 

(2) The very name “Cinque Ports” betrays a foreign 
origin,® as does the fact that the oath taken by the King’s 
Warden to the Corporation was termed, not an oath, but a 
“serement” (as in France). 

(3) The English Merchant-Guild” and the English 
“ Alderman” were unknown to the Cinque Ports con- 
stitutions; but they~all possessed the typical constitution 
of the Communes of Northern France, namely a Mayor, 
with a Council of twelve, these twelve councillors having 
the French name of /urats.”® 

(4) In the Cinque Ports, as in the French Communes, we 


M“ Essai sur PHistoire du Tiers-Etai, p. 240. (The italics are my own). 


18 The Danish “ Five Boroughs” stand apart, as a temporary confedera- 
tion, the character of which we do not know. 


16 Professor Burrows makes light of this name, asserting that “it is 


hard to say when the French form came into common use” (p. 56). But 


“the five Cinque Ports,” which he admits to be the correct style, is a 
pleonasm which proves the “ Cinque” to be older than the Five.” 

17 T ondon and the Cinque Ports stand isolated from their fellows in 
the common absence of the institution ” (Burrows, p. 43). 

18“ The same may be said of the office of ‘Alderman’ . . . The 
term seems to be only aceidentally, if not erroneously used” (/b., p. 44). 

19The mayor and his twelve pairs, jurats (or jurés) or échevins, were 
an essential feature of the Commune, and spread with the communal 
movement. 
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find side by side with this elective administration, a royal 
officer, with us a Warden, with them the Sénéchal (or Prévot 
or Bailli) du Rot. . 

(3) the very same penalty of house demolition for 
refusal to accept office as Mayor or Jurat was exacted in 
the Cinque Ports (and nowhere else in England) as at 
Amiens. 

I do not contend that the French “Commune” was 
adopted intact by the Cinque Ports, for of course it was 
not so. In the matter of names alone, they are not styled 
a “commune,” nor are the members of their community 
termed “jurés” (jurati), but “barens” (davones). The 
study, however, of the “Commune” in France itself 
reveals the adaptation to environment it underwent on 
transplantation. And, the salient feature of the Cinque 
Ports organisation, the fact that they formed a single 
community, possessing a single assembly, and receiving 
a joint charter, is paralleled most remarkably in the joint 
“communes” of. Picardy, containing from four to eight 
separate “ Vills.” ”° 

It would be very satisfactory if the French “Communes” 
could throw light on the obscure title of “ Barons” apper- 
taining to the men of the Cinque Ports, and to them, I 
maintain (against Prof. Burrows), alone among English 
burgesses. I have elsewhere shown that there is evidence 
of the use of this term at an earlier period than is supposed, 
viz., in the early years of Stephen ;™ but on its origin the 


0 Recueil des Ordonnances des Rois de France, xi. 231, 237, 245, 277, 
291, 308, 315. The text must now be modified in the light of my further 
criticism, in the next paper, of the early date alleged for the confedera- 
tion of the Ports. 


"This was written in reliance on the statement by Mr. Howlett 
(Chronicles of the reigns of Stephen, Henry IT. and Richard I., vol. iii. 
p. xl.) that an interesting writ he quoted from “the cartulary of St Benet- 
at-Hulme” was “safely attributable to the year 1137.” It is a writ of 
Robert, Earl of Leicester, acting as justiciary, and “ gives,” says. Mr. 
Howlett, “‘a clear idea of the Earl’s position at the opening of the reign.” 
As he has made himself master of the period, and has specially studied 
us manuscript sources, I accepted his assurance without question. 
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“Commune” throws no light. One can only quote the 
parallel afforded by the “Commune” of Niort, and this is 
taken from a late document (1 579). Its officers are said 
to hold of the King “a droit de baronie, 4 foi et homage- 
lige, au devoir d’un gant ou cing sols tournois, pour tous 
devoirs, payables 4 chaque mutation de seigneur.”™ This 
“devoir” is parallel, it will be seen, to the “« canopy- 
service” (or “Honours at Court”) of the Cinque Ports, 
rendered as it was, in practice, “& chaque mutation de 
seigneur.” It is noteworthy that a French royal charter 
of 1196 contains the clause: “prefati quatuor ville exer- 
citum et equitationem nobis debent sicut alte communie 
nostre”;™ but one can scarcely connect this with the 
naval service of the Cinque Ports. Yet it was part, un- 
doubtedly, of the communal principle that the “commune” 
should hold directly of the King, and not of any mediate 


But as it subsequently struck me that such a writ was more likely to be 
issued by the Earl when justiciary under Henry II., I referred to the 
cartulary and found that the writ contained the words “avi regis,” proving 
it, of course, to belong to the reign, not of Stephen, but of Henry II. :— 

“R. Com(es) leg(recestrize) Baronibus regis de Hastings’ salutem. 
Precipio quod abbas et monachi de Hulmo teneant bene et in pace et 
juste terras suas in Gernemut . . . sicut eas melius tenuerunt 
tempore Regis H. avi regis . . . T. R. Basset per breve regis de 
ultra mare” (Galba E. 2, fo. 330). 

We can only, therefore, say of its date that it is previous to the Earl’s 
death in 1168. In any case, however, it is of much interest as connecting 
Yarmouth with Hastings alone, not, as alleged, with the Cinque Ports as 
awhole. This is in perfect accordance with the fact that John’s charter 
to Hastings in 1205 duly mentions its rights at Yarmouth, of which there 
is no mention in his charters to the other ports. 

I have noted in this same cartulary, and on the same page, an 
interesting confirmation by Henry II. to the Abbey of the land, “quam 
lefwinus et Robertus presbyteri et Bonefacius et ceteri barones mei de 
Hastingges eidem ecclesie dederunt in Gernemut’ apud Den : 
Test Thom’ cancellario. Apud Westmonasterium.” The name of 
Thomas fixes the date as not later than 1158. In the charters of 1205, 
the people of Hastings are styled “barons,” but those of the other ports 
only “ homines.” 

™ This represents the “esporle” of South-Western France (cf. p. 310, 
n. 278). % Recueil (ut supra), xi. 277. 
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lord, and this principle would explain the style “barones 
regis” applied to the men of the Cinque Ports. 

To sum up, there are features about the Cinque Ports 
organisation which can only be accounted for, it seems 
to me, by the hypothesis here advanced. If this novel 
solution be accepted,“ a question at once arises as to the 
date at which this communal confederacy was established. 
From what we know of the origin of the “Commune,” we 
can scarcely believe in its adoption here till a generation, 
at least, after the Conquest. “Only the least informed 
and most sceptical,’ writes Prof. Burrows, “have placed . 
the act of incorporation later than the date of the Con- 3 
queror,”* but a wider knowledge of municipal institutions 
would lead to the opposite conclusion. It is possible that 
the reign of Henry I. may have witnessed the superim- | 
posing of a communal confederacy on the existing institu- ~~ 
tions of the several ports; it is impossible, at any rate, to 
trace it in Domesday, and difficult, indeed, to reconcile 
with its existence the evidence afforded by the Great 
Survey. It is conceivable that the position already 
attained, in the Conqueror’s days, by Dover, may have 
served as a model for the other Ports, when they learnt 
the power of the principle that lay at the root of the 
Commune— L’union fait la force.” * 
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* I can find no trace of it in Prof. Burrows’ careful résumé of the 
factors in the Cinque Ports organisation. 

% Cingue Ports, p. 56. 

*® Professor Burrows is very severe on those who question the alleged 
charter of Edward the Confessor to the Ports and “the sweeping 
franchises” that it conferred (pp. 55-6, 59). But the sole evidence for 
its alleged existence is the charter of 1278, which does not even, I think, 
necessarily imply it. For the allusion to the liberties the Ports possessed 
in the days of Edward and his successors might well be taken from such 
a charter as that of Henry II. to Lincoln, in which he grants to the 
citizens all the liberties “quas habuerunt tempore Edwardi et Willelmi 
et Henrici regum Anglorum.” This does not imply that those kings 
had granted charters. 

[The result of my further investigation has been to develop much 
further the position here Arch. Rev., Dec., 1889 adopted, and to modify 
accordingly the closing paragraph in the text]. 
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HAVE allowed the preceding paper to stand as it was 
written, in spite of the rejoinder by Professor Burrows, 
entitled, “The Antiquity of the Cinque Port Charters.”! 

So far as regards my French analogies, Professor 
Burrows adopts the argument that I have not proved a 
' parallel sufficiently close and complete. But this does not 
meet my contention: (1) that in the Cinque Ports organi- 
Sation we find peculiar words and things; (2) that - these 
peculiarities are not found elsewhere in England; (3) that 
they are found in France. Admitting, however, that “the 
- earliest title is Norman French,” the Professor urges 
that Edward the Confessor was a “half-Norman king,” 
and that “nothing is more likely than that he should grant 
his charter to the Confederation under a Norman name.”? 

This brings us at once to Edward’s alleged charter ; and, 
indeed, my critic recurs at the outset to his belief in “the 
Ports having been chartered as a Confederation by Edward 
the Confessor” (p. 439). At the close of the article he 
reminds us again that he “accepted the charter of Edward 
the Confessor as a faithful landmark, and showed how the 
history of our early kings and their institutions appeared 
to coincide with the statement.” But he adds that “if 
proof can be brought against the issue of such a charter,” 
he will be “the first to recognise it.” 

It is curious that my critic cannot perceive what must be 


1 Archeological Review, iv. 439-444. 
9 Tbid., p. 441. 
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obvious to all those who are familiar with “the history of 
our early kings and their institutions,” namely that the 
onus probandi rests, not, as he alleges, on those who question, 
but on those who maintain the startling proposition that 
Edward the Confessor issued such a charter of incorpora- 
tion. Nothing short of proof positive could induce us to 
accept so unheard-of an anticipation of later times. That 
proof Professor Burrows claims to find in the great charter 
of Edward I. to the Ports. He contends that, according 
to this document, Edward “saw” the Confessor’s charter,’ 
and blames me for omitting its statement to that effect 
(p. 443). Unfortunately he quotes the words, as indeed he 
had done in his book, from an English translation only, and 
that a misleading one. The actual words (as given by 
Jeake), confirm to the Ports their liberties as held— © 


temporibus Regum Angliz Edwardi, Willelmi primi et secundi, 
Henrici regis proavi nostri, et temporibus Regis Richardi et Regis 
Johannis avi nostri et Domini Henrici Regis patris nostri per cartas 
eorundem, sicut cartze ille quas iidem Barones nostri inde habent, 
et quas inspeximus, rationabiliter testantur. 


In this peculiar wording we notice two points: (1) that 
it divides the kings into two groups, and that Henry II. is 
placed in the first group, not, as we should expect, with his 
sons ; (2) that Edward does not say that he has “inspected ” 
charters of all the kings named, but only “carte z//e quas 
iidem Barones nostri inde habent.”‘ I claim, therefore, to 
read the words as not implying that Edward had actually 
seen any charter older than that of Richard, whose name 
heads what [ have termed the second group of kings. It 
is noteworthy that Richard’s is the earliest charter of 
which the contents are known to ourselves, 

But let us see how the matter stands with reference to 
previous charters. Professor Burrows holds that the form 

® Cinque Ports, p. 64. 


“ Had he seen them all, the wording would have run, “ per cartas 
eorundem, quas iidem,” etc. 
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of Edward the First’s charter “certainly supposes that the 
former charters were granted” also to the Ports collec- 
tively.© Indeed, he “need not point out,” we read, “that 
the charters referred to are charters to the Confederation, 
not to separate Ports” (p 444). Where do we find them? 
“That the charter of Henry,” we are told (p. 439), “which 
we know about from those of his sons, has no more sur- 
vived than those of his predecessors, has always seemed 
to me an argument of some weight.” But no charter of 
Henry II. to the Confederation is spoken of by his sons. 
We have in the Rotuli Chartarum what Professor Burrows 
terms “the series of six charters, dated June 6, and 7, 
1205.” Each port on this occasion received a separate 
charter, and in each case reference is made to that port’s 
charter from Henry II. Of a collective charter we hear 
nothing. Nor are John’s charters even identical in form: 
to quote once more Professor Burrows :— 

It should also be noted that the franchises of Sandwich are to be 
such as the town enjoyed in the reigns of ‘“ William and Henry”; of 
Dover, as in that of ‘‘ Edward” ; of Hythe, as in those of ‘* Edward, 
William I., William II., and Henry.” ° 
And in none of them is any charter mentioned earlier 
than that of Henry II. 

These charters of John are most important, but have 
not, so far as I know, received scientific treatment. The 
charter to Hastings is in many ways distinct from the 
others. It alone speaks of the “ Honours at Court,” the 
rights at Yarmouth, and the ship-service due, and alone 
mentions that this service was rendered “pro hiis liberta- 
tibus.” The charter to Rye and Winchelsea is modelled on 
that of Hastings, and neither of them goes back beyond 
the charter of Henry II. The charters to Dover and to 
Hythe, it will be found, are closely parallel, and in both 
cases the privileges are to be enjoyed as in the times of 
Edward, William 1, William IL, and Henry [I]. Sand- 


5 Cinque Ports, p. 63- 8 Cingue Ports, p. 71. 
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wich has her liberties confirmed as in the days of Henry I, 


King William, “and our predecessors”; Romney as in the 


days of Henry I. 
If it be urged that the rights of Yarmouth, though only 


specified in the Hastings charter, were included under 


general liberties in the charters to the other ports, I ap- 
peal, in reply, to that writ of Henry II”? which treats the 
Barons of Hastings alone as possessing authority at Yar- 
mouth. The charter and the writ confirm one another. 

We see, then, that when we interpret the great charter of 
Edward I. to the ports (1278) in the light of evidence, not 
of supposition, we find that Henry II. and John did grant 


separate charters to the different ports as to other towns — 


(not a collective charter to them all), and that these there- 
fore must have been the charters referred to in the general 
confirmation of 1278. In other words, it was Edward L, 
not Edward the Confessor, who granted the first “Charter 
to the Confederation,” as a whole. Utterly subversive 


though it be of Professor Burrows’ view, this is the only 


conclusion in harmony with the known facts. 

Thus the sole result of examining my critic’s evidence 
is to make me carry my scepticism further still. I now 
hold that even so late as the days of John, the Ports had 
individual relations to the crown, although their relations 
inter se were becoming of a closer character, as was illus- 
trated by the fact that their several charters were all 
obtained at the same time. Hastings alone, as yet, had 
rights at Yarmouth recognised: hers were the only ports- 
men styled “barons” by the crown. 

It is always, in these matters, necessary to bear in mind 
that the local organisation was apt to be ahead of the 
crown, and that communal institutions and municipal 
developments might be winked at for a time to avoid 
formal recognition. In this way I believe the rights and 
privileges belonging in strictness to Hastings alone were 
gradually extended in practice to the other ports. There is, 

T Supra, p. 561. 
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for instance, a St. Bertin charter granted by the so-called 
- “Barons of Dover,” although the formal legend on. their 
seal styles them only “burgesses.” The portsmen may 
all in practice have been loosely styled “barons,” even 
though Hastings alone had a special right to that distinc- 
tion. Professor Burrows speaks of “its acknowledged claim 
to be the Premier Port of the Confederation” as “a circum- 
stance of the greatest significance in our inquiry,’® and 
here I entirely agree with him. But I cannot think his ex- 
planation of that pre-eminence in any way satisfactory. He 
lays great stress on “the identification lately established 
beyond any reasonable doubt between the town in the 
Bourne valley and the ‘New Burgh’ of Domesday Book.” I 
have searched long and in vain for this identification, but, 
whether it be accepted or not, it throws no light on the old 
town, the King’s town, of Hastings.® 

The importance of Hastings before the Conquest is shown 
not only by the action of its ships in 1049, but also by 
its possessing a mint. Yet the only mention of this town 
in Domesday is the incidental entry that the Abbot of Fé- 
camp had “in Hastings” apurtenant to his Manor ot 
Brede, “iiii. burgenses et xiiii. bordarios.”" One is fairly 


8 The Cinque Ports, p. 26. 


9The Professors argument that “the lordship of St. Denis over the 
Saxon Hastings had ceased—probably when the Northmen took posses- 
sion of the Seine valley and blocked out the French ; that of Fécamp was 
the renewal of the old idea on an adjoining territory” (Cingue Ports, 
p. 27), is as baseless as that which follows it as to Winchelsea and Rye. 
For the “charter of Offa, king of the Mercians” (p. 2 5), granting 
Hastings to St. Denis, has been conclusively shown by Mr. Stevenson 
to be a forgery. 

10 One cannot, of course, speak positively without seeing that “identifi- 
cation” on which Professor Burrows relies. But, unless there is evidence 
to the contrary, it seems difficult to resist the conclusion that this estate 
of the Abbey “in Hastings” was identical with that which it actually 
possessed in the Bourne Valley. For this by no means included the 
whole “town in the Bourne Valley,” but only that portion of it at the foot 
of the West Hill, which is bordered by Courthouse Street, Bourne Street, 
John Street, and High Street, together with St, Clement's Church and 
its block of buildings (Sussex Arch. Coll., xiv. 67). And this conclusion 
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driven to the bold hypothesis that Hastings, which ought 
to have figured at the head of the county survey (as did 
Dover in Kent), was one of the important towns wholly 
omitted in Domesday." The fact that its ship-service, 
when first mentioned, was as large as that of Dover is a 
further proof of its importance. 

The geographical position of Hastings also severs its 
case, as widely as do its privileges, from those of the Ken- 
tish ports. It is therefore difficult to resist the impression 
that the distinction in John’s charter had a real origin and 
meaning. The “Barons” of Hastings were, 1 believe, the 


men of the Azug’s town (not, as alleged, the Abbot’s) and 


so far from the Abbot’s men being admitted to share their 
distinction, we find the latter, at Rye and Winchelsea, styled 
in John’s charter “homines,” not even “homines nostri.” 


The accepted view as to Rye and Winchelsea is thus set 
forth by Professor Burrows :— 


The Confessor had_evidently intended to make the little group. 


of Sussex towns, the “New Burgh,” Winchelsea, and Rye, a strong 
link of communication between England and Normandy ; but Godwin 
and Harold had contrived to prevent the two latter from becoming 
the property of the Abbey of Fécamp, to which Edward granted 
them in the early part of his reign; and this formed one of the 
Norman grievances. William promised to restore them to the Abbey, 
and when he had conquered England he kept his word. 


is strengthened by the fact that in Domesday its rents are 635. “in 
Hastings,” and 1585. in the “novus burgus,” while at the Dissolution they 
Were only 35s. 4@. in Hastings. In that case we must after all look for 
the “novus burgus” of Domesday at Winchelsea or Rye. 

Nor is the history of Hastings harbour at all as clear as could be 
wished. “The ancient Harbour once occupied,” no doubt, “ Priory 
Valley” (Cingue Ports, p. 9); but I-can find no traceof a haven “formed 
by the Bourne between the East and West Hills,” which replaced it on 
its sitting-up. On the contrary, the old map of Hastings in 1746 (Sussex 
Arch. Colt., vol. xii.) shows us the “haven” (with ships) in the Priory 
Valley to the west of the Castle Hill. Was not this a later harbour 
(1637), and the real original one out to the south ? 


CH: 
u Chichester, Lewes, and Pevensey are all duly entered, under the 
names of their respective lords, 
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Of the grant of Winchelsea and Rye to the same Abbey as part of 
the lands of Steyning we have distinct evidence in the charter of 
resumption issued by Henry III. in 1247 (p. 27; cf. supra. p. 319). 


Although this view has always been held by local his- 
torians and antiquaries, it seems to me obvious that there 
must be error somewhere. Rye and Winchelsea belonged 
geographically to the Abbey’s lordship of Brede in the 
extreme west of the county; its lordship of Steyning was 
in East Sussex. On examining for myself the charter of 
resumption and comparing it with the Abbey’s claims as 
to Brede at the guo warranto inquiry, I discovered the solu- 
tion of the mystery. Rye and Winchelsea were not, as 
alleged, appurtenant to Steyning, but belonged to the Manor 
of Brede. The Abbey, however, claimed on behalf of its 
Manor of Brede (including Rye and Winchelsea) all the 
franchises granted to Steyning, contending that they were 
meant to extend to all its lands in Sussex. This claim was 
urged and recognised in the case of the charter of resump- 
tion (1246), the source of the whole misapprehension. 

But to return to the “Barons,” Professor Burrows, dis- 
cussing the title, writes thus :—” 


It is admitted that the title was at first only held by the Portsmen 
in common with the citizens of several other places, as that of a 
responsible man in a privileged community, of a “ baro” or “vir” of 
some dignity; but, of «purse, not in the least in the sense of a 
“baron ” such as the word came to mean in the twelfth and thirteenth 
centuries. 


I do not know which were these “several other places”; 
but I think the word “baron” can be shown to have here 
had a definite connotation. The exemption from. “ward- 
ship and marriage,” for instance, granted by Edward I. 
(1278), implies that these “barons” were subject to the 
burdens of tenants-in-chief, while their extraordinary 
appeal, after the battle of St. Mahé (1293), to “the judg- 


19 7The Cingue Ports, pp. 77-79. 
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ment of their peers, earls, and barons” has not, so far 
as I know, received the attention it deserves. By such a 
phrase the Cinque Port “ barons” virtually claimed the 
privilege of peers of the realm. 

But one must not wander too far along these tempting 
paths. When tradition is replaced, as it may be in part, by 
evidence, we shall have, not improbably, to unlearn much 
that now passes current as genuine Cinque Ports history. 
On the other hand, there may be in store for us glimpses 
of much that is interesting and new.“ ; 

Apart, however, from problems as yet difficult and 
obscure, we shall be standing on sure ground in asserting 
that the charter of Edward I. is the first that was granted 
to the Ports collectively, and that the rights and liberties 
it confirmed were those which had been granted to the 
separate ports by Henry IL and John, and which it then 
made uniform and applicable to the whole confederation, 
As at London2* we have always to remember that com- 


. 


1 The Cingue Ports, p. 123. Compare the banishment of the Des- 
pencers (1321) by the “piers de la terre, countes et barouns.” 
2 The courts of the Cinque Ports, for instance, greatly need investiga- 
tion. One can only throw out as a mere conjecture the suggestion that 
if the Court of Guestling derived its name, as Professor Burrows admits 


is probable, from Guestling (the capud of a Hundred), midway between ~ 


Hastings and Winchelsea, it may have been originally a Sussex Court 
for the Hastings group, while the Court of Broadhill—afterwards 
“ Broderield” and “ Brotherhood” (The Cingue Ports, p. 178)—may have 
been the Kentish one. The admitted corruption in the traditional deriva- 
tion of both names, together with the court’s change of /oca/e, shows how 
much obscurity surrounds their true origin. Few, I think, would accept 
Professor Burrows’ view that, because the Brodhull, when we first have 
record of it, was held “near the village of Dymchurch” (p. 46), it was 
named from “the ‘broad hill’? of Dymchurch, which may well have 
been some portion of the wall which extended for three miles along the 
beach” (p. 47). As the Guestling was not a court of “Guests,” so “the 
broad hill,” from which the meeting derived its name, must have been 
_ originally somewhere else than down “on Dymchurch beach” (p. 75), 
between Romney Marsh and the sea. 


1’See my paper on the origin of “The Mayoralty of London,” in 
Archeological Journal (1894). : : 
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i institutions” Sane: beerelon locally before their 


ence is proved by the crown’s formal recognition, 
y in that recognition is not proof of their non-existence. 


ity is the difficulty of disentangling its three component ae as 
ments: the old English institutions common to other 


their Saeccwice and the foreign or communal factor on 
which I have myself insisted. No impartial student, I 

elieve, will deny that I have fairly established the exist- 
e of this third element. Its relative importance and 
‘sphere of action must remain, of course, as yet matter 
conjecture. 


ADDENDA 


pp. 7, 125. In case I should not have made sufficiently — 


clear my views as to the filiation of the Domesday MSS., 
it may be well to explain that what I deny‘ on p. 8 is that 
the Jug. Com. Cant. and the /ng. E/. can both have been 
copied from a third document intermediate between them 
and the original returns. But, as I state on pp. 7, 146, it 
cannot be proved that the Jug. Com. Cant. was itself tran- 
scribed direct from the original returns, as it might, 


possibly, be only a copy of an earlier transcript of these 


returns. 

p. 21. A remarkable instance of the occasional untrust- 
worthiness of the figures given in these texts is afforded by 
the Manors of Stretham and Wilburton, co. Camb., which 
were farmed together. The correct figures for their 
ploughteams were these :— 

Dominium. Homines. Total. 

Stretham . ; : 4 ; 5 : 9 
Wilburton ? : 3 
7 
The footnotes show the errors. 

Thus the A text, which is the best known, gives two 
figures out of three wrongly for Wilburton, and Mr. Pell, 


1A, B, and C give this figure as 3 (p. 170). Their own title requires 4. 
2A, B, and C give this figure as 3 (p. 170), but elsewhere (wrongly) as 


4 (p. 117). 
8 A gives this figure as 6 (p. 117), but B and C, damage as 7 


Z 
a 
¥ 
i 
ea 


xi 


» 


OEE OE HT eM eet eee 


Addenda 578 


by accepting as genuine these two erroneous figures, was 
led to quite erroneous conclusions. 

pp. 72-3. The parallel for this system of counting by 
threes and sixes is found in the wergild of Scandinavia, 
with its ré¢t of 3 marks, or 6, or 12, the 6 or the 12 aurar, 
the 12 ells or the 12 feet of vadmal. 

For the formule on p. 72 an instructive parallel is found 
in the Frostathing’s Law :—- 


If a haulld wounds a man, he is liable to pay 6 baugar (rings) to 
the king, and 12 awrvay are ineach ring . . . a lendrmann 12; 
a jarl 24, a king 48, 12 aurar being in each ring. 


Thus we find in~ Scandinavia the counterpart of the 
system of counting found in the “Danish” districts of 
England, just as we find in Angeln and Ditmarsh the 
counterpart of the “hide,” with its four “yards,” found in 
southern England (Archeologia, xxxvii. 380). 

p.122. For the election of juvatores we may compare 
the Abingdon Abbey case, under Henry II.: “ex utroque 
parte seniores viri eligerentur qui secundum quod eis 
verum videretur . . . jurarent; . . . segregati qui 
jurarent diversis opinionibus causam suam confundebant.” 
For juries of eight or sixteen we may compare Jocelin de 
Brakelonde’s narrative of a suit for an advowson in 1191 :— 
“delatum est juramentum per consensum utriusque partis 
sexdecim legalibus de hundredo.” 

p. 151. Compare here Mr. Freeman’s text (iii. 413-4):— 


There can be little doubt that William’s ravages were not only 
done systematically, but were done with a fixed and politic purpose. 
It is impossible to doubt that the systematic harrying of 

the whole country round Hastings was done with the deliberate 
purpose of provoking the English king. . . . The work was 
done with a completeness which shows that it was something mofe 
than the mere passing damage wrought by an enemy in need of 


food. 
Domesday is appealed to, as in the Appendix, for this view. 


574 Addenda 


p. 257. Though I have spoken in the text of Wei/zam de 
Montfichet, following, like Dugdale, the Ziber Niger, I have 
since found that the tenant of the fief, in 1166, was his son 
Gilbert, the carta being wrongly assigned in the Lzder 
Niger itself to William. There are similar and instructive 
errors to be found in it. 

p. 312. The succession of Schelin, the Domesday under- 
tenant by his son Robert, in 1095 identifies the former 
with Schelin, the Dorset tenant-in-chief, from whom Shill- 
ing Ockford took its name, and who was succeeded in 
Dorset also by his son Robert (Montacute Cartulary). 

pp. 381-3. To guard (as I have to do at every turn) 


against misrepresentation, I may explain that the Battle 
Chronicle is the primary authority I follow for the feigned 
flight. Its words, “fugam cum exercitu duce simulante,” — 


distinctly assert that the Duke himself, with the main body 
of his army, “turned in seeming flight.” It must, surely. 
be because this evidence is quite opposed to Mr. Freeman’s 


view that he ignored it in his text (pp. 488-490). The . 
essential point to grasp, according to my own view, is that — 


a detachment, told off for the purpose, thrust itself between 
the pursuing English and the hill to cut off their retreat, 
and that the main body of the Normans then faced about, 
The English, one may add, are hardly likely to have ven- 
tured down into the plain unless the feigned flight was so 
general as to make them think they could safely do so. 

p. 407. “Mainly from oral tradition.” This refers, of 
course, to Mr. Archer’s contention. 

p. 469. On the great influence, by their connection, of 
the Clares see also the Becket Memorials (iii. 43), where 
Titz Stephen writes (1163) :— 


Illi autem comiti de Clara fere omnes nobiles Angliz propin- 
quitate adherebant, qui et pulcherrimam totius regni sororem 
habebat, quam rex aliquando concupierat. 


We are reminded here of the curious story in the 
Monasticon (iv. 608) that, some forty years before, Roheis 
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de Clare, the wife of Eudo Dapifer, was, on his death (1 120), 
destined by her brethren for the second wife of Henry I, a 
story which illustrates, at least, the position attributed to 
the family. 

pp. 472-3. The Montfichet match is not shown in the 
chart pedigree, nor is the important marriage of Adeliza, 
another daughter of Gilbert (fitz Richard) de Clare, to 
Aubrey de Vere, the Chamberlain, which is well ascertained 
(Geoffrey de Mandeville, pp. 390-392). By him she had 
miter altos a daughter, with the Clare name of “ Rohese,” 
who married Geoffrey de Mandeville, first Earl of Essex 
(/bid.). The existence of this. Adeliza may be held to be 
against my affiliation of “Adelidis de Tunbridge,” which 
avowedly is only a conjecture. 

p- 475. A chart pedigree is here given to illustrate 
the connection of Robert fitz Richard (de Clare), through 
his wife, with the Earls of Northampton and the Scottish 
kings :— 


PATI ( Xf = Maud = (2) David 

Simon. | dau. of Earl -| of Scotland 

deta rih 2} Waltheot oc. Kine 1424 

| d. 1153 
Earl ee = Robert Henry 

Simon  deSenlis | fitz Richard of Scotland 
eines at & oe fo teen d. 1152 
: 


Gewita oy cd. 2 r4O™ | 


| | | 
ee Sie Malcolm William David 


fitz Robert ‘‘de Senlis,” King 1153. = King 1166 Earl 1184 
d. 1198 aged “‘60” d. 1166 d. 1214 d. 1219 
in 1185 


z Robert fitz Richard and his children (see p. 474) are in- 
cluded in this pedigree, in order to show that their ages 
present no chronological difficulty, and that the length of 


time they survived him is clearly due to his. marrying 


rather late in life. ; 
p. 513. I have identified a third fine, since this book was 
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in type, as belonging to the great circuits of 1176, It 
proves that they began early in the year. 

As a corollary to my conclusions on pp. 511-513, I 
should like to, allude to the well-known changes in 1178-80. 
Great importance is attached to the passage in the Gesta 
Regis Henrici, which describes how the king selected five 
justices “de privata familia sua” in the place of the 
eighteen previously appointed, who, as I read the passage, 
were to accompany his court. I. cannot think that this 
reform, if it took place, enured, for the central body that 
we really meet with from 1179 onwards is, it seems to 
me, distinctly different. It consists of the Bishops of Win- 
chester, Ely, and Norwich, whom, says R. de Diceto, in a 
passage to which the Bishop of Oxford rightly draws atten- 
tion, Henry, in 1179, appointed “archijustitiarios regni,” 
with Glanvill, who soon became a chief justiciar with 
them. These four continue to hold a position severed from 
that of the other justices, of whom some act with them at 


one time and some at another. The earliest appearance at 
present known to me of this well-defined central group is’ 


at Oxford, Feb. 11, 1180. We there find the three bishops, 
associated with five justices, headed by Ranulf Glanvill, 
recorded on a fine. Now, we happen to know that the king 
was at Oxford about this very time, for he decided there 
on the issue of his new coinaget His presence would 
account for this gathering of the four leading justiciars, so 
that we need not hesitate to connect the two phenomena. 
We have then here record evidence of the true personnel 
at the time of the central judicial body, together with the 
fact of its presence with the king, the fact which had not 
till now been proyed, on his progress through the land: 


“So Eyton (p. 230), not giving his authority ; nor have I found it. 
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— MSS. : pedigree of 146, 572. 

— Survey, the: how executed 118- 


22, 133-43 styled Descriptio 139, 5 


145. 

— of rs Paul’s, The : 103-7. 

— tenants, and their heirs: 121, 123, 
127-8, 154-6, 157-61, 166-8, 170- 
80, 183-5, 189, 190, 194-5, 205- 
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14, 220-3, 294, 295-6, 302, 306. 

71 342-3, 323-4, 327, 330, 461, 

469, 472-3, 480-7, 574. 
Domiiniune ; meaning of 241, 
Donum—see Scutage. 

Dorset boroughs in Domesday: 113, 
433-8, 448: see Civic League. 
Dorset: the jtrma unius noctis ‘in 

109, 113. 
Dover: as a Cinque Port. 565, 567; 
Garrison of 272. ie 
Droitwich ; survey of 177-8, 179-80. 
Dublin: its trade with Chester 465-7. 
Dugdale, Sir William : his errors, 470, 
474-5 


Eadgyth—see Edith. 

Hadric the wild ; 326. 

Eadric (? the wild): 422, 424. 

Earldoms of two counties : 429, 

East Anglia—see Norfolk, Suffolk. 

Edith. +-»'fe of Edward the Confessor : 
148, 154, 145-6, 448. 

Edw:rd the Confessor: his foreign 
tastes 318-9, 568; his priest 
Regenbald 421 ; his alleged charter 
to the Cinque Ports 562-6. 

Edward I. : his Cinque Ports charter 
562, 564, 566, 569. 

Ellis, Mr, A. S. : 320, 33. 

— Sir Henry: ignored the Jug. Com. 
Cant. 4; misrepresented the 
Northamptonshire geld-roll 59; 
edited the Lrz7. £7. 124; on date 
of Domesday 140: on its mention 
142; prints the Northampton- 
shire geld-roll 147 ; on Domesday 
jurors 169 ; unduly depreciated by 
Prof. Freeman 437, 446 ; on Walter 
Tirel 465. 

Elmley Castle : descent of 176. 

Elton, Mr. C. : 109. 

Ely ; charters to church of 268-9 ; its 
knights 300; despoiled of lands 
459--61 : see also Placitum. 

Ely : Nigel, bishop of : 427, 484. 

— William, bishop of : see Longchamp. 

Enfeofiment: sze carta 258 ; antiquity 


of 295; special 158; See Feoff- 
ment. 

Engaine family and fief: 148, 154-6, 
159, 221. 


Eschalers, Hardwin d’ : 22, 23, 137. 
‘‘ Escuz” : meaning of 401-2, 415. 
Essex, Alice of : 504. 

— Geoffrey, Earl of : 503, 575. 

— William, Earl of ; 503, 508, 
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Eudo Dapifer 157, 222 ; his fief 460 ; 
his wife 469, 479, 472, 575- 

Ewremou (Envermeu), Hugh de: 159- 
261, 165. 

Eustace, sheriff of Hunts: 167, 222-3. 

Evesham : Henry II. at 510, 516. 

— ‘Abbey : its knights 302-3 ; its ser- 
vice 304; Aithelwig, abbot of 
304-5; Walter, abbot of 302-3. 

Evidence : treatment of historical 379, 
441, 449, 451, 454-5, 495-6. 

Ewald, Mr. A. C.: 140. 

Ewyas Harold : 324. 

Exaggerations of chroniclers : 281, 290. 

Exchequer: early mention of 178; at 
Winchester 503-4. 

Exchequer Rolls: 250, 263 sqg. 

Exeter: military service of 68; the 
Conqueror’s siege of 431 5gg- 3 
breaching of its walls 439-442; 
besieged by Swegen 4393 offends 
William 443; is favoured by him 
4443 its alleged penalty 445 3 its 
tribute 446-8, 452 : baffles William 
450; is ‘‘ betrayed” 451; parallel 
with Le Mans 453. 

Exeter: Baldwin of : see Baldwin. 

Exoniensis, Liber: see Liver Exoniensts. 

Eyton, Mr.: on the Domesday hide 
37, 44, 63; his methods 42, 64, 
112-114, 183; his Somerset book 
61-2, 112; on the Leicestershire 
hide 82; on the Devonshire hide 
93; on assessment in Lincolnshire 
96 ; onthe firma znius noctis 114 ; 
on the comital Manors of Somerset 
i153 his, Key cto Domesday ” 
114, 203; on Domesday Book 
139; on the Lindsey Survey 188 ; 
on Danegeld 499; on Henry II. 
505-7, 509-512, 576. 


Falvel (Fauvel) Gilbert : 167, 223. 
Faritius, Abbot: 142. 
Fécamp Abbey: grants to 319, 567- 


509. 

Feofiment: the “fold” and ‘‘new ” 
237-9, 242, 246. Sce Enfeoffment. 

Fendal Court, the: 258. 

Feudalism in England: underrated 
247, 262, 313, 319, 535-8. See 
Knight-service. 

Fiels ; descent of 210-214; ‘*Mouy- 
ance” of 4713 the chief lay ones 
253-7 ; Succession to 154-5, 158-9, 
151, 167, 175-5, 179, 196-7, 
210-214. 

Fifield: origin of the name 69, 


wens 
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Finance—see Danegeld. 

Fine : an early Leicestershire 212. 

Fines : Introduction of 509 s¢g., 575-63 
development of 515-6. 

Firma unius noctis: 109-114. 

Fitz Audelin, William: 465, 504-5; 
509-511, 5£2, 516-518. 

Fitz Couut, Brian: 218. 

Fitz Dolfin, Patrick : 489. 

— — Uchtred: 489. 

Fitz Maldred, Gilbert : 489. 

— — Robert : 488-9. 

Fitz Odo, William : 487. 

Fitz Osbern, Earl William: 428, 430. 

Fitz Ralf, William : 509-514. 

Fitz Richard, William : 487. 

Fitz Stephen, Robert : 521-5. 

Fitz Uchtred, Dolfin: 489, 490. 


Fitz Walters, Origin of the : 475, 575. - 


Fitz Winemar, Walter: 220. 

Five boroughs, the : 71-2. 

Five hides: a unit of assessment 44 
sgg.; even in towns 45, 1563 
connected with military service 
45, 67-9, 232-43; Conspicuous in 
Oxon and Berks 65; in Bucks, 
Wilts and Middlesex 66; origi- 
nates place-names 69; its origin 
QI sgy.3 its antiquity 92; not a 
knight’s fee 293-5 ; see a/so Towns, 

Five knights: unit of military service 
257, 259, 288, 296. 

Flambard, Ranulf: his alleged action 
226-9, 231; his real action 308- 


10, 330. 
Fleming, Ralf and Guy: 216. 
Foliot, Richard: 219. ; 
Food-rents—see Wales. 


Foreign Service : Liability to 528 sgg. 3 __ 
532-45 a 


exemption from 530, 
moot obligation 534-5, 538. 
Frceman Professor : unacquainted with 
the Jug. Com. Cant. 43 ignores 
the Northamptonshire — geld-roll 
149 ; confuses the Jrguisitio geldt 
148; his contemptuous criticism 
150, 337, 385, 434, 454; when 
himself in error 151; his charge 
against the Conqueror 152, 5733 
on Hugh d’Enyermeu 159; on 


Hereward 160-4; his ‘‘certain”? - 
history 323, 433 ; his ‘ undoubted ~ 


history”? 162, 476: his ‘* facts” 
436; on Heming’s cartulary 169; 
on Mr. Waters 190; on the intro- 
duction of feudal tenures 227-31, 
260, 267-72, 301, 306; on the 
knighi’s fee 234; om Ranulf Flam- 
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bard 228; on the evidence of 
Domesday 229-31; underrates 
feudal influence 247, 536-8; on 
scutage 268; overlooks the Wor- 
cester relief 308; influenced by 
words and names 317, 338; on 
Normans under Edward 318 sgq. ; 
his bias 319, 394-7; on Richard’s 
castle 320 sgg.; confuses indi- 
viduals 323-4, 386, 473; his 
assumptions 323; on the name 
Alfred 327 ; on the Sheriff Thorold 
328-9; on the battle of Hastings 
32 sgqg3 his pedantry 334-9 his 
** palisade” 340 sgg., 354, 370; 
372, 387, 391, 403; miusconstrues 
his Latin 343, 436; his use of 
Wace 344-7, 348, 352, 355, 3753 
on William of Malmesbury 346, 
410-14, 440; his words suppressed 
347, 393; onthe Bayeux Tapestry 
348-51; imagines facts 352, 370, 
387, 432; his supposed accuracy 
353, 354, 384, 436-7, 440, 446, 
448; right as to the shield-wall 
354-8; his guesses 359, 362, 366, 
375» 378-9, 380 387; 389, 433-5, 
450, 462; his theory of Harold’s 
defeat 360, 380-1; his confused 
views 364-5, 403, 439, 446, 448; 
his dramatic tendency 365-6; 
evades difficulties 373, 454; his 
treatment of authorities 376-7, 
449-51; on the relief of Arques 
384; misunderstands tactics 381-3, 
387 ; on Walter Giffard 385-6 ; his 
failure 388; his special weakness 
388, 391; his splendid narrative 
389, 393; his Homeric power 
391; on Harold and his Standard 
402-3; on Wace 404-6, 409; on 
Regenbald 425 ; on Earl Ralf 428 ; 
on William Malet 430; en the 
Conqueror’s earldoms 429; his 
Domxsday errors and confusion 
151, 425, 428, 436-7, 445-8, 463; 
on “the Civic League” 433-53 
his wild dream 438; his special 
interest in Exeter 431; on legends 
441; on Thierry 451, 4583 his 
method 454-5; on Lisois 460; 
on Stigand 461; on Walter Tirel 
476-7 ; on St. Hugh’s action [1197] 
528; on the Winchester Assembly 
535-8; distorts feudalism 537; on 
the king’s court 538; on Richard's 
change of scal 540; nccessily of 
criticising his work, x1., 353- 
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Fyfield—see Fifield. 


Gant, Walter de: 189, 190, 

Gardiner, Prof. : 401. 

Gaunt, Agnes de: 203. 

Geld-roll—see Danegeld, Northampton- 
shire. 

Genealogy—see Domesday 
Fitz Audelin, Marmion, 
morency, Neville, Tirel, 

**Gemot,” the: not feudal 536-8. 

Geoffrey the Chancellor: 483, 485. 

Geroy and his offspring: 469. 

Gervase, Chronology of: 492. 

Gesta Stephani: authority of 492-5. 

“*Gewered” : 147—see Wara. 

Giffard, the aged Walter: 385; his 
daughter Rohese 469, 470. 

— William, Bishop of Winchester 470. 

Giffards: greatness of the 468-9, 472. 

Glanvile, Ranulf de: 504, 507, 576. 

Glastonbury Abbey: its knights 302, 
305. 

Gloucester, Family of De: 313. 

— Robert, Earl of: 188, 221, 222, 486, 


tenants, 
Mont- 


492-4. 

— William, Earl of: 494. 

Glynton, Geoffrey de: 216. 

Gneist, Dr. R. : on knight-service 225, 
231-2, 259, 290. 

Godwine: Prof. Freeman on 396-7. 

Grantmesnil, Ivo de: 457-8. 

Green, Mr. J. R. : on Chester 466 ; on 
the Danish districts 71, 86; on 
aggregate of knights 290. 

Greenstreet, Mr. J.: on the Lindsey 
Survey 181-3, 187-8. 

Gresley, William de: 200, 213-4. 

Gross, Dr. C, : on the Coroner 122. 

Grouping of Vills for assessment : 46 
59g. : see also Vills, 

Guines, Count of: 463. 

Gundeville, Hugh de: 504, 505, 507, 
514. 


Hale, Archdeacon: 103. 
Hall, Mr. Hubert : 144, 145, 263, 313, 


419, 503. : 
Hamilton, Mr. N. E. S. A.: edits the 
Ing. Com. Cant. 5, 4593 rates it 
too highly 10-12; edits the 79. 
El, 124. 
Hampshire: the firma unius noctzs in 
109-10. 
Hamslape, Michael de: 220, 
Hapsburgs, the Hnglish: 527. 
Harding, son of Eadnoth: 330. 
Harola; half a Dane 318; his tactics 


582 


342-3, 357, 359-62, 364-7 3 styled 
king by William 422, 425. 

Hardy, Sir T. D.: 4. 

Harrison, Mr. F.: 336, 339. 

Hastings :_319; in Domesday 567 ; its 
barons 561, 506-7, 568 ; its charter 
565; its harbour 568. 

Hastings: Battle of 332 599., 574 (see 
Table of Contents). 

Hastings; ravages near 151, 573. 

Henry I.: his favourites, 197, 2125 
charters of 268-9, 301, 3023 472, 

~ 480-1; he exacts military service 
305; and the Church 310; his 
Cirencester charter 426-7; his 
Plimpton charter 482-7. 

Henry II.: his alleged invasion in 
1147, 491 ; his movements in 1142- 
9; 491-3, 4953 his action in 1163, 
498, 500, 501-2, 528; his move- 
ments in IF75-6, 509-513; con- 
firms fines 510, 515-6; his Cinque 
Port charters 561, 565-6, 5703 
his writ for Chester 465; his legal 
reforms 576. 

Henry (King), son of Henry II. : his 
court at Winchester 503 599. ; his 
movements in E170-1174, 504-5. 

Hereford Castle: 325. See adso Ralf, 

Herefordshire : Normans in-320-326. 

Hereward ‘‘the Wake”: 159-164. 

Hertford, earldom of : 473. 

Hertfordshire : assessment in 59, 60. 

Hesdin, Ernulf de: 109. 

Hidarii: their relation to the hide 107. 

Hide, the Domesday: four virgates in 
13, 36, 573; 2 hundred and twenty 
acres in 38-44; not an areal 
measure 63-4, but a term of as- 
sessment 65, 9I, 109; peculiar 
use of the word in Leicestershire 
82-5, and in Lancashire 86; the 
alleged double 104-106; its origin 


_. 573+ 
Hide, the areal 70. 
—of Lancashire 86. 
— of Leicestershire 82. 
Historical evidence: treatment of—see 
Evidence. 
Historical Research; present sphere of 


539: 

Historical Truth : 435. 

“ Honour”: the term 311. 

‘¢ Hostiarius,” Robert : his fief 26-7. 

House: Communal demolition of 552 
et Seq. 

Hoveden : accuracy of 540, 541-2, 544. 
547-9. 
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Howlett, Mr. R.: 491-6, 560. 

Hugh ‘‘Candidus”: value 
chronicle 160-161, 163; 
Peterborough fees 166. 

Hundred: quartering of the 47 599. 
58, 101; it was assessed as a 
whole 49-54, 63, 915. the unit for 


of his 
on the 


the Domesday Survey 53, and for ~ 


collection of Danegeld 53, 95, 99- 
103; the ‘double’ 58, and the 
‘half’ 59, 121, the triple 60; its 
relation to 100 hides 59, 98; its 
origin 97 ; how named 203. 


Hundred Court: used for the Domes- ; 


day Survey 118-120, 122, 133; 
witness of 209. a 

Hundred: the Leicestershire 80-82, 
196, 203-4. 

Hundred: the ‘‘ Leng” 69-71. 

— of twelve carucates, the 73-79, 34, 
204. 


Hunt, Rev. W. : 322; 326, 333, 3555 : 


357>_399 473, 523-4- 

Hunter, Rev. J.: 55- 

Hunting: connected with Pytchley 
155-6, with Langham 479. 

Huntingdonshire : assessment in 57-8. 

Husting, the Court of: 122. 

Hythe: its charter 565. 

Ilbert, the sheriff: 460-1, ’ 

Ingulf, the pseudo-: 142, 145, 159, 
164-6, 188, 328; uses William of 
Malmesbury, 419. : 

Inguisitio Comitatus Cantabrigiensts, 
the: its discovery 3; is a tran- 
script of the Domesday returns 6, 
146, 572; its system 7; collated 
with the /zy. AZ, 8-10; specimen 
of 9; its omissions 12-14; errors 
in 14-16, 22, 28, 40, 413 special 
information in 29; illustrates the 
caruca 35, and the Domesday 
hide 36; often omits Zerra regis 
41-3, 47; value of its Vill-assess- 
ments, 44 599., 503; its lists of 


jurors 118 sgg. ; its variants from 


the Jzg E/, 126-9. 


Inguisitio Comitatus Eliensts, the: 
4, 6, 1231393 edited by Sir 
Henry Ellis, 124; again by 


Mr. Hamilton 5; its origin 7-9; 
specimen of 9; its value 19; its 
texts “21, “120, 1245: 131,94 3a-5: 
146, 572 represents a return 133 ; 
ordered by the Conqueror’s writ 
122, 1333 errors in 125-6, 132; 
its variants from the fg. Com, 
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Cant. 126-9; its lost original 129 ; 
its constituents 129, 135; its 
special information 130-133; its 
heading and its date 134; mate- 
rials employed for it 135, 572; 
including Domesday Book (Vol. 
II.) 137, 138, 141 ; analysis of its 
contents 137-8. 

Inwara: 117. 

Irvine, Mr. Fergusson : 86 


Jeaffreson, Mr. J. Cordy: 465. 

John, King: demands: service abroad 
534-5; his charters to the Cinque 
Ports 564-6, 570. 

Jones, Mr.: on Wilts, in Domesday 
148. 

Jumiéges, William of : 410, 416, 417. 

Jugum, the Kentish: its four “‘ vir- 
gates” 108. 

Juhel: a Breton name 327-8. 

Seon lincoln. <t.- 325°: 
Thorold. 

“Jurats,” the: 552, 559. 

Jurors of the Domesday Survey: 118- 
123, 573; half English and half 
foreigners I20 ; yariants in lists of 
126-8 ; in Herts 135. 


see also 


Kemble, Mr. J. M.: on the hide 64. 

Kent: low assessment of 95; the 
sulung of 103-108; the ‘‘ lathes” 
of 106 ; its landowners Io9 ; under 
Stephen 149. ; 

Knight-service: its introduction into 
England 225 sg7.; how deter- 
mined 231-5, 259; returns of 236 
599.3 ‘‘ super dominium” 238-9, 
241-2; the ‘‘servitium debitum” 
242-3, 246 599., 266, 276, 278, 
285, 288, 289, 298, 3053; in Nor- 
mandy 259, 260, 292; in Ireland 
260; introduced by the Conqueror 
260, 298-301 ; the author’s theory 
of 253-262; aggregate of 280, 
292. 

Knight-service : of bishops 530-533. 

Knight’s-fees : standard of 231-5, 293- 
5; return of 236 599.3 views on 
261-2; number of 265, 289-292; 
Old-English list of 307-8. 

Knights: Inquest of [1166] 230, 236 
599. 265 ; through the sheriffs 239- 
4o; its object 241 sgg. ; how con- 
ducted 244-5; effect on Church 
fiefs 246; depends on tradition 


257-8. 
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Knights: Joint Equipment of 531 ; 
Payment of 270-2, 300; Wages 
of 530, 533. 


Laci family and fief; 171-4, 176, 312. 
Lancashire : the ‘ hide’ in 86. 
Lanfrane, Archbishop: 133, 299, 300. 
Langham, Essex : 468, 470, 478-9. 

‘* Laudabiliter,” the ‘* Bull”: 516, 

Laund Priory : when founded 485. 

Law, Constitutional: studied by Wil- 
liam Rufus 536. 

Leets: mentioned in Domesday 1o1, 
2043 found a century later as 
groups of Vills go. 

Leicester ; alleged destruction of [1068] 
432, 456; Justices. at [1176] 514; 
Military Service of 71. 

Leicester, Hugh de: 197, 199, 200, 


201, 
Leicestershire Survey, the: 80-82 
89-90, 196 599. 


Liber Exoniensts : 37, 146, 148. 

— Niger: 221, 236, 286, 574. See 
cS Cartes? 

—Rubeus: 221, 236, 239, 262, 263, 
286, 313. 

Libert homines : their tenure 30-35. 

Liebermann, Dr. F. ; 330. 

Lincoln: Alfred of 328 ; Colswegen ot 
157, 158; Earldom of 184-7; the 
‘“long ” hundred at 69; William’s 
treatment of 449: see also Juhel, 
Thorold. 

Lincoln, Alexander, Bishop of: 427, 
482, 484, 485. 

— St. Hugh of: opposes the Crown 
528 sgg. ; in the cause of privilege 


534- 

Lincoln, Simon, dean of 213. 

Lincolnshire; a Danish district 70, 72 
assessment in 96. 

Lindsey Survey, the: 73-78, 181 9., 
106, 222, 231, 245. 

L’Isle, Robert de: 201, 203, 213. 

Lisures, Fulc, de: 155. 

— William de: 216. 

Little, Mr. : on the five-hide unit 68. 

London: its Norman port at Dowgate 

20. 

Paidoners and the chase: 423. 

Longchamp, William: 531, 540-545, 
548-9. 

Longevity, remarkable: 385-6. 

Lords, the House of: its feudal origin 


247. 
Luard, Dr. H. R.: 547. 
Luci, Richard de: 504, 507. 
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Lucy, The Countess: 185, 187, 189. 


Madeley (Staffs.) : descent of 212-3. 

Madox : on church fees 246. 

Maitland, Prof. : on the Hundred 97 ; 
on the Leet ror; on the Ramsey 
knights 297; on fines 509, 5135 
on Richard’s seals 541. 

Malchael: drowning of Roger 542-4. 

Maldon, Battle of : 344, 346, 358. 

Malet, William: 329, 330, 429, 439, 
459 ; his death, 162. 

Malmesbury, William of: 346, 357, 
358, 378, 3833; used by Wace 
409-416 ; by *Ingulf” 420; his 
legends 412 3, 440. 

Man, Isle of: ‘‘ sheaddings” in 76. 

Mandeville, Geoffrey de: 330. See 
Essex. 

Mandeville, William de: 218, 221. 

Manor: the two-field and the three- 
field, 87-90. 

Manors ‘‘ de Comitatu” : 115. 

Marmion family and fief: 173, 175-6, 
190-195, 217, 220, 223, 224; 
name 194. 

Marriage, rival claims settled by : 195. 

Marsh (De Marisco), Family of : 525-6. 

Marten skins ; Ireland exports 467. 

Martinwast, Ralf de: 199. 

Matilda, wife of King Stephen: 464. 

Maud, Queen of Henry I.: presides 
over suit 142. 

Mayoralty, Compulsory: 552, 557-8, 

6 


0. 

Mee (olarcks family and fief: 463-4. 

— Alouf de: 219, 221. 

Meschin, Ranulf :.183-5. 

— William: 185-7; 202,-210, 214, 
218, 219, 221, 222, 475. 

Meulan, Robert, Count of : 170, 172-3, 
177, 188-9, 456-8. 

Meyer, M. Paul: 400, 401. 

Middlesex, Hidation in : 66. 

Monasteries: knight-service of 251, 
278, 299-303. 

Montfichet, William de +: 253, 257; his 
wife 473 ; their son Gilbert 574. 

Montfort, Hugh de: 329. 

Montmorency claim, the: 519 599. 

Moore, Mr. Stuart : 147. 

Morkere, Earl: 149. 

Morres.—See Montmorency. 

Mortain, Robert, Count of: 148, 154; 
his wife 147, 154. 

Mottain, Stephen, Count of : 197, 202- 
3 2015-222. 

Moustiers, Lisois de : 32, 460. 


Mowbray, Roger de: his fief 210. 
Mustere, Walter de: 199. 


Nepotism, Heclesiastical : 301-3, 426. 

Neville family and fief: 166-7, 488. 

— their origin : 488-90. 

— Alan de: 504, 507. 

Nomenclature, loose Norman: 167, 
220, 475-6. 

Norfolk : assessment in 98 599. 

— Ralf, Earl of: 428-9. 459- 

Norgate, Miss Kate ; 268, 274-5, 
281, 344, 347, 302, 365, 376, 382, 
400, 481, 492, 494, 497-500, 
516-75 523, 531, 541, 546-7, 5495 
on scutage 274-6, 281. 


Norman Conquest, the: a starting — 


point 317-9. 
Normans under Edward: 317 599. 


Northamptonshire : its geld-roll 147-56 = 


its devastation in 1065 1493 its 


Hundreds 58-9, 153: its “‘hida-. 


tion 7I. 
Northamptonshire Survey, the: 215- 


24. 
Nottinghamshire : a Danish district 72 ; 
low assessment of, 95. 


Odards, two: 490. 
Oger ‘‘ Brito”: his son Ralf 216, 220. 


Olifard family : 223-4. ae 


— William : 216. 

Oliphant—-see Olifard. 

Oman, Mr. : 341; 357; 372) 390. 

Oppidum » meaning of 338. : 

Ordericus Vitalis: 336-8, 378, 433, 
440, 457, 476, 478, 535 6. 

Osbern, Bishop of Exeter : 320. 

— the son of Richard: 321-4, 326. 

— ‘* Pentecost ” : 322-4. 

Osmund, ‘“‘the King’s writer”: 148. 

Oswaldslow Hundred : 170-75. 

Oxen—see Caruca. 


Oxford : justices at [1176] 514, [1180] 


576. 
Oxford, Aubrey, tst earl of: 464. 
Oxfordshire: Hidatien in 65. 


Palgrave, Sir Francis: 4, 434, 446-7, 


454. 
Palmer, Mr.-C. F. R. : 193. 
Paris, Ms Gaston: 400, 401. 
Paynel, Fulk : 179, 217, 219, 220. 
Pearson, Prof. : on knight service 293. 
Pedantry : is not accuracy 338. 
Pedigree-makers : 161, 517, 521-7. 
Pell; Mr. O.: his theories 21, 35, 42, 
64, 69, 80, 82, 117, 572-3. 
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fFembroke, Gilbert, Earl of 4716 

— Richard, Earl of: 520-23. 

Pepys, Samuel: on Domesday Book 
22 


20. 

Percy, William de: his wife 473. 

Peter of Blois: his alleged chronicle 
142, 188-9, 

Peterborough, Cartulary of: 147; its 
scriptorium 148—see Hugh. 

Peterborough, Turold, Abbot of: 
163-4. 

Peterborough, knights of : 157-68, 224, 

__ 269, 307. 

Picardy : the Commune in 552-3, 555, 

- 558-60. 

Picot, Sheriff of Cambridgeshire : 22, 

119, 121, 137, 168, 460. 
Pistres, Roger de: 313, 481. 

Placita: 270, 459, 5133 regia 320; 
regalia 3303; 1” curta regis 511- 
513; abbatts 158. 

Placita, early : in Cambridgeshire 121 ; 
in Dorset 122; in London 122; 
in Hants 260. 

Placttum, the great Ely: 30, 32, 459. 

Plagiarism, medieval: 370. 

Plimpton Priory : royal charter to 482. 

Plough—see Caruca. 

Ploughland—see Carucate. 

Plumpton Plain: 337. 

Pluralist, the first great 426. . 

Poitiers, William of: 348, 353, 357, 
368, 369, 371-2, 373, 374, 378, 
380-2, 384, 440, 451-2. 

Pomerey family: 486. 

Port, Henry de: 197. 

Precedent: dread of creating a 533, 


535=° - 
Puher family : 176, 313. 
Quency, William de: 218, 


_ Raimbercurt, Guy de: 22, 28, 137, 
219; his son Richard 216, 220. 

Ralf, Earl of Hereford: 325-6. 

Ramis, Roger de: 199. 

Ramsey Abbey: knight-service of: 

Z 296-8 ; its carta 298. 

Ranulf, the chancellor : 481, 484, 485. 

Recedere, potuit: a phrase distinguish- 
ing tenure 18-19, 22, 24-26, 28- 


35- 
Records: historical value of 539. __ 
Red Book of the Exchequer—see Lzber 
Rubens. 
Redvers, Baldwin de: 483, 486. 
Regenbald, the chancellor: 331, 421 
54: 
B, H. 
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Regent: the Justiciar as 430. 

Relief, the feudal: 308-11. 

Rembercurt—see Raimbercurt. 

** Ricardi” : Clares so styled 469. 

Richard I.: his demand in 1197, 528- 
34: his change of seal [1198] 539 
5sqq.; his captivity 542, 544; his 
want of money 530, 545; angry 
with Longchamp 548-9 ; his move- 
ments 550; his Cinque Port 
charter 564. 

Richard the son of Scrob 320-26, 

Richard’s castle: descent of 176, 1793 
building of 320 sqq. 

Ridel, Geoffrey (I. and II.): 212-3; 
(II.) 514. 

Robert, son of Wimarc : 323, 331. 

Rochester, See of: its knight-service 


250. 

Rollos, Richard de—see Rullos. 

Rotult Woncestrie: 215. 

Rouen : its trade with Ireland 467 ; 
Henry I. at 480. 

Roumare, William de: 184-7, 254. 

Rullos, Richard and William de: 165-6, 


198. 
Rutland in Domesday: 72, 78, 94. 
Rye—see Winchelsea, 


Saca—see Soca. 

St. Bertin, Abbey of: 462, 477. 

St. Edmund’s Abbey : its knights 531- 
3; Baldwin, Abbot of 329, 429. 

St. John, Thomas de: 213. 

— William de: 504, 506. 

St. Medard, Anschetil de: 157, 307. 

Salisbury, Edward of: 199, 210, 213, 


214. 
Salisbury, Herbert, bishop of: 528, 


533: 

Salisbury, Roger, Bishop of: 302, 268, 
270, 426-7. 

Sandwich: custumal of 552, 5573 its 
charter 565. 

Sawley, the ‘‘ Hundred” of : 78, 203-4. 

Scalarits—see Eschalers. 

Scotland, David, king of: 
214, 215, 216, 575. 

Scotland, Malcolm, king of : 148, 575. 

Scrivelby, descent of 194-5, 

Scutage : 262 sqg.; antiquity of 268- 
71, 273 sqg. ; on church fiefs 532-3. 

Seal: Richard I.’s change of 539 sqq. 

Seebohm, Mr. F.: 35, 92, 96, 103, 
105-8, 110, 235, 271. 

“ Senlac” ; the name of 333-340. 

Senlis, Matilda de: 475, 575- 

Servientes : pay of 271-2, 283. 


QQ 


197-202, 
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Sheriff’s aid, the: 500. 

Sheriffs named from county town: 168. 

Sherstone, battle of: 364. 

Shield-wall, the: 340, 342, 344, 346-7, 
354-8, 368, 392; 399, 401, 414-16, 
41g. See ‘Testudo.” 

Sicily: Prof. Freeman on 395. 

Six carucates a unit of assessment: 
69-82, 86-90, 196; Scandinavian 


73: 

ss Sixty thousand” : loose use of 290. 

Skeat, Prof, : on ‘‘ leet” Tor. 

Snorro: 41:. 

Soca: 18-19, 22, 24-26, 28-35, 1315 
detached from tenure 116. 

Soke of Eadulfsness, the: 107. 

Sokemen: 18-19, 22, 24-26, 28-34. 

Solanda: not identical with sodium 
103-6; referred to a prebend 105. 

Solinum, the Kentish se/eng or plough- 
land: 103-93 its four juga 103. 

Somerset: assessment in 61-62; the 

firma unius noctis in 109-143 
comital Manors of 115. 

Stafford, Robert de; 212. 

Staffordshire: low assessment of 95. 

Stamford : its wards 72. 

Standard, battle of the: 357-8, 362-3. 

Stapleton : 464, on the Lindsey Survey 
1or-2 3 on William Meschin 185-7 ; 
on the Marmions 190-4; Lambert’s 
statement disproved by 464: 

Stephen, King: devastation under 149 : 
see also Mortain. 

Stevenson, Mr. W. H.: 181; on Mr. 
Pell’s theories 64; on the ‘‘long” 
hundred 69; on the hundred of 
land 74; on the Leicestershire 
“hide” 84; on the St. Denis 
charters 567. 

Steyning : granted to Fécamp 319, 569. 

Stigand, archbishop: 459-461. 

Stubbs, Dr. (Bishop of Oxford): on 
the hide 44; on the hundred 
53, 97 ; misled by Ellis 59, 147 ; on 
Stephen’s earldoms 1865 on the 
origin of knight-service 225-9 ; on 
the knight’s fee 232-5, 295 3 on 
the Carte Baronum 239 sqqg., on 
personalassessment 244 ; on scutage 
273-43; on joint equipment 2753 
on feudal tenures 262, 298; on 
aggregate of knights 290; on 
knights’ fees 296; his insight 53, 
309, 314, 4385 on “‘Ingulf” 389 ; 
on the Woodstock debate 497, 
528; on danegeld 498-9; on 
Becket’s opposition 501; on the 
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curia regis 512-3, 5763; on St. 
Hugh’s opposition [1197] 528, 531, 
534; on archeology 539; on 
Richard’s change of seal 540-4, 


547-9. f ah 

Sudbury: peculiar position of 1or. 

Sudely, John de: 179. 

Suffolk : assessment in 98 sqg. ; Nord- 
man, sheriff of 427-8, 430. 

Sussex ports: 
also Cinque Ports. 

Swereford: errors of 140, 249, 262-5, 
267, 274-5, 285, 289. 


Tamworth: descent of 192, 194-5. 


Tavistock Abbey: military-service of, 


252, 301. 
Taxation—see Danegeld, Assessment. 
Taylor, Canon, Isaac: his theory of 


assessment 64, 87-9 ; on the caru- 


cate 70; on the hundred 80. 
“ Testudo” (shield-wall): 358, 416, 


420. 

Thegn, the: qualification of 68; in 
Yorkshire 73. 

‘«Thegnland” : 30-4. 

Thierry, Mons. : on the Commune 553, 


555: 
Thinghoe, hundred of: inquest on 99. 
Thorold (of Lincoln) the Sheriff—see 
Turold. 
Tilligres, Truce of ; 540, 544, 548-9. ~ 
Tirel, Walter: 468, sqq. ; his parentage 
476; his wife Adeliz (de Clare) 
468-70, 478-9; their son Hugh, 
468, 471, 477, 478-9; the-family 


476-8. 

Toeni family and fiefs: 177. 

Toni, Robert de—see Stafford. 

Totnes, Honour of: 486. 

— Juhel de: 327, 483, 436. 

Toulouse: the ‘‘scutage” of 263-4, 
271, 275-80. 

Tout, Prof. T. F.: on Hereward 161- 
4; on William Fitz Audelin 516-8. 

Towns : assessed on same system as 
Vills 45, 54, 58, 59, 60, 67, 156. 

Tracy family—see Sudeley. 


Treasury, the Royal: at Winchester 


143-5; its contents 144. 
Trithing: in Lindsey 743 an equal 
division 75. 
Tuchet, Henry: 202, 211, 214. 
Turold, the sheriff: 254, 328-9. 


Vautort, Reginald de: 487. 
Vendere—see Recedere. 
Verdon, Bertram de; 51 -14. 
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Verdon, Norman de: 108-201. 

Vere, Aubrey de—see Camerartus. 

Vills: grouping of 46 sqq., 65, 76-8, 
81, 99-102, 109-11, 114. 

Vinogradoff, Prof. P. : 103, 105-8, 117, 


396. 
Vincent, Mr. J. A. C.: 70, 188. 
Virgate, the Domesday: 30 acres in 
37 ; essentially a quarter 47, 573; 
in Kent a quarter of the juguwm and 
even ofan acre 108 ; the ‘‘ parva” 
215. 


Wace: Master 399 sqq.; Prof. Free- 
man’s use of 344-8, 375, 404-6, 
417-8 ; the disputed passage in 345, 
394, 3993 its four or five render- 
ings 400, 415; Prof. Freeman’s 
final view of it 346, 392, 399, 402, 
415; contradicted by Mr. Archer 
393, 399; his accuracy 350, 404, 
A410; on the ‘‘ fosse” disaster 375- 
8; on the feigned flight 382-3 ; his 
*Sescuz” 401 ; lacks corroboration 
403 ; his errors 404; his anachro- 
nism 405-6; his late date 407 ; his 
sobriety 409; his sources 408-18. 

Wake family and fief: 161, 164-5; 
pedigree of 474. 

Walchelin, Bishop of Winchester: 


133-4. 

Waldric, the Chancellor: 480. 

Wales: food-rents in 93, 110. 

Waltheof, Earl: 459, 460. 

Walton, garrison of: 272. 

Wapentake, the: in Lindsey 74, 82, 
181; in Holland 78; in Rutland 
48; in Yorkshire 88 ; in Leicester- 
shire 196. 

Wara: 27, 61, 2043; its meaning in 
Domesday, 115-7 ; in the Burton 
Cartulary 117. 

Warenne, William de: 31. 

Warwick: military service of 71. 

— Roger Earl of: 483, 484. 

‘© Waste” : on the rolls 148-50, 153 ; in 
Domesday 150-2; under Stephen 


150. 

Waters, Mr. Chester : 64 ; on the Lind- 
sey Survey 182-5, 155-9, 190, 196, 
199, 222; on the Marmions 194-5. 
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Webb, Mr. P. C.: 3-5, 140. 

William I.: introduces knight-service 
260, 295, 298-301, 305; writs of 
133, 3043.his tactics 370-2, 381, 
383, 390; his charter to Regenbald 
422; his English writs 423, 427-8, 
430; his “‘licentia” 425-6, 430 ; his 
siege of Exeter 431 sqq:; his great 
danger [1067] 432; his alleged 
harrying 436; his policy 442, 450, 
454; his vengeance 444; raises 
castles 445; increases town tributes 
449; his treatment of Exeter and 
Le Mans 452-3; favours Ely Abbey 
460; his Lillebonne assembly 533; 


537-9- 

William II. : exacts military service 299, 
305; did not introduce it 226-8 ; 
his extortions 308-11 ; his dealings 
with the Church 308-103 his appeal 
to the barons 535-8 ; studies con- 
stitutional law 536; his court at 
Salisbury 538. 

Wiltshire: the firma unius noctis in 
109, 112---see also Jones. 

Winchelsea and Rye: 319; their chat- 
ter 565; members of ‘‘ Brede” 
568-9. 

Winchester: early suit at 142; the 
Royal treasury in its castle 142-5, 
215; Exchequer at 503-4; feudal 
assembly at 535-8. 

Winchester, Henry Bishop of : 302. 

Windows: strange use of 402. 

Winemar, Walter Fitz: 220: 

Wirral peninsula, the: 86. 

Witan—see Gemot ; Lords. 

Woodstock: council at 497, 528-9. 

Worcester, see of: its knights 301, 306, 
294, 308 sqq. 

Worcestershire; assessment of 60 ; sur- 
vey 169-80. 

Wording, alteration of: 10, 26-27. 

Writs teed through sheriff [1166] : 
239-40. 

Wyon, Mr. : 545. 


Yarmouth ; rights of Hastings at 561, 
66 


Yorkshire : a Danish district 72-73 its 
assessment 79-0, 87-89. 
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